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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
Bishop Earl J. Wright, Sr., Greater 

Miller Memorial Church of God in 
Christ, Warren, Michigan, offered the 
following prayer: 

Almighty God, Who hath so lavishly 
blessed our land, keep us ever aware 
that the good things we enjoy come 
from Thee. 

We recognize Thee as Lord of our Na-
tion. We thank Thee for a beautiful and 
bountiful America, for its people of all 
classes, colors, and creeds. 

We are grateful for workers in indus-
try, for farmers, doctors, nurses, teach-
ers, and ministers. We thank Thee for 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen, who 
guard and protect us day and night. We 

thank Thee for all forms and levels of 
government, local, State, and national, 
and most especially for this, our 
United States Congress. We now pray 
that Thou will give them courage and 
strength to provide honest government 
for our Nation, abundant provisions to 
meet our needs, love towards each 
other, and peace for one another. 

Forgive us our sins and accept our 
gratitude through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-

ceedings and announces to the House 
her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WALBERG led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

NOTICE 

If the 110th Congress, 1st Session, adjourns sine die on or before December 21, 2007, a final issue of the Congres-
sional Record for the 110th Congress, 1st Session, will be published on Friday, December 28, 2007, in order to permit 
Members to revise and extend their remarks. 

All material for insertion must be signed by the Member and delivered to the respective offices of the Official Reporters 
of Debates (Room HT–60 or S–123 of the Capitol), Monday through Friday, between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 3:00 
p.m. through Thursday, December 27. The final issue will be dated Friday, December 28, 2007, and will be delivered on 
Wednesday, January 2, 2008. 

None of the material printed in the final issue of the Congressional Record may contain subject matter, or relate to 
any event that occurred after the sine die date. 

Senators’ statements should also be formatted according to the instructions at http://webster/secretary/conglrecord.pdf, 
and submitted electronically, either on a disk to accompany the signed statement, or by e-mail to the Official Reporters 
of Debates at ‘‘Record@Sec.Senate.gov’’. 

Members of the House of Representatives’ statements may also be submitted electronically by e-mail, to accompany 
the signed statement, and formatted according to the instructions for the Extensions of Remarks template at http:// 
clerk.house.gov/forms. The Official Reporters will transmit to GPO the template formatted electronic file only after receipt 
of, and authentication with, the hard copy, and signed manuscript. Deliver statements to the Official Reporters in Room 
HT–60. 

Members of Congress desiring to purchase reprints of material submitted for inclusion in the Congressional Record 
may do so by contacting the Office of Congressional Publishing Services, at the Government Printing Office, on 512–0224, 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. daily. 

By order of the Joint Committee on Printing. 
ROBERT A. BRADY, Chairman. 
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f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 365. An act to provide for a research 
program for remediation of closed meth-
amphetamine production laboratories, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 793. An act to provide for the expansion 
and improvement of traumatic brain injury 
programs. 

f 

WELCOMING BISHOP EARL J. 
WRIGHT, SR. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, Madam 

Speaker. 
It is with great pleasure that I intro-

duce Bishop Earl J. Wright, Sr. as the 
guest chaplain for the day. The bishop 
is very well known in Detroit, and we 
have known each other since the 1950s, 
even before Coleman Young became the 
first African American mayor of our 
great city. 

He has a number of responsibilities, 
but the one that I enjoy bringing to the 
membership’s attention is that he is a 
founding and supporting pastor of Mil-
ler Memorial Church of God in Christ 
Number 2, located in Haiti. And, of 
course, we are honored to have his 
lovely and gracious wife, Dr. Robin L. 
Wright, who is the senior supervisor of 
the Church of God in Christ’s Japanese 
Jurisdiction. In addition to being an 
evangelist, she is also a writer and a 
great help to the bishop. 

We have known each other across the 
years, and I remember coming to him 
the first time I ran for Congress, and 
with the late Bishop Bailey, I was able 
to prevail in my very first election. 

The bishop has shown himself as a 
true disciple of Christ, relying heavily 
on his favorite scripture, Romans 4:21: 
‘‘And being fully persuaded that, what 
he had promised, he was able also to 
perform.’’ He exemplifies service to his 
fellow man, allowing his words to al-
ways bring grace to the hearer. He con-
stantly speaks words of hope, spreading 
the good news to all. He practices evan-
gelism that reflects Christ-like com-
passion to reach the world with the 
gospel. 

Bishop Earl Wright, Sr. is a wonder-
ful man of God, and I’m happy to know 
him and to welcome him to the floor of 
the House of Representatives today as 
guest chaplain. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 further requests for 1- 

minute speeches on each side of the 
aisle. 

f 

DOD AUTHORIZATION CON-
FERENCE REPORT AND ITS SUP-
PORT OF OUR WARFIGHTERS 
(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, today the House will consider 
one of the most important pieces of 
legislation that we have worked on this 
year: the Defense authorization con-
ference report. It includes provisions to 
restore our Nation’s military readiness 
as well as protecting our troops. 

This critical bill restores our mili-
tary readiness by authorizing $1 billion 
for the Strategic Readiness Fund that 
will require an in-depth status of our 
forces, especially our National Guard, 
and requires a plan to reconstitute 
that force. 

This legislation offers assistance to 
our most precious and important re-
source: our warriors and their families 
who sacrifice so much. It provides a 3.5 
percent pay increase for service-
members and prohibits increased 
health care fees while improving the 
health care system. The bill addresses 
the growing needs of our troops that 
require care in traumatic brain injury, 
post-traumatic stress disorder, other 
mental health conditions, tuition as-
sistance programs, and also authorizes 
a unique program that was started in 
my State of Minnesota called Beyond 
the Yellow Ribbon to reintegrate our 
forces back to civilian life. 

Madam Speaker, I am proud that this 
Congress will pass legislation this week 
to provide our troops with the re-
sources and health care benefits they 
deserve and protect our Nation’s readi-
ness. 

f 

FUND OUR VETERANS 
(Mrs. DRAKE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. DRAKE. Madam Speaker, this is 
day 73. That is 73 days since the start 
of the new fiscal year. Our veterans 
still do not have access to the in-
creased funding provided in a bill that 
passed the House and Senate months 
ago and the President is waiting to 
sign. 

This bill includes increased funding 
to improve access to medical services 
for all veterans, new initiatives for 
mental health and PTSD, increased 
funds for improved medical facilities, 
and increased funding to assist home-
less veterans, to name a few. 

The Democrats have refused to move 
the bill forward while our veterans 
have been operating on an extended 
shoestring budget since October 1, and 
2 days from now the current budget 
will expire. 

If the Democrats are acting in good 
faith and in the best interest of our Na-

tion’s veterans, why have they contin-
ued to delay this bill, and why do they 
now intend to use our veterans to pass 
an end-of-the-year omnibus spending 
package? 

The veterans bill could be passed and 
sent to the President and signed today. 
I am calling on the Speaker to move 
the bill forward, and I call on all Amer-
icans to contact their Representatives 
to tell the Democratic leadership to 
send a clean veterans appropriations 
bill to the President now. 

f 

THE STUDENTS OF NORTHPORT 
HIGH SCHOOL: TEACHING US 
ABOUT INVESTING IN THE RIGHT 
PRIORITIES 
(Mr. ISRAEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, in the 
closing days of this session, we are 
going to debate our key priorities, 
whether we should invest more in re-
searching illness and disease or wheth-
er we should cut funding. 

I hope we will learn the lessons about 
the right priorities from a group of 
high school students in my congres-
sional district at Northport High 
School. Two of their teachers, Mr. 
Pendergast and Mr. Deutsch, were af-
flicted by ALS, Lou Gehrig’s disease. 
ALS strips people of their ability to 
speak, to swallow, to walk, and in 
many cases to breathe independently. 

Now, these students could have ig-
nored their plight. These students 
could have said we have other prior-
ities. These students could have said 
it’s not my problem, not our problem. 
Here’s what they did: They raised over 
$400,000 on their own for ALS research 
and advocacy. They didn’t just turn 
away from this problem; they became 
part of the solution. On January 16 
they are going to gather at their Mid-
winter Night’s Dream and raise even 
more money. 

These students have become our 
teachers. I hope that we will learn 
their lessons about investing in the 
right priorities, about caring and show-
ing compassion for those who need 
help. They have taught us a critical 
lesson, and I hope that we will listen 
carefully to the students of Northport 
High School. 

f 

FUNDING OUR TROOPS 
(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, the Pen-
tagon said last week that layoff notices 
for Army employees could start going 
out the middle of this month. 

‘‘Merry Christmas, here’s your pink 
slip’’ may sound like a harsh way to 
greet an employee this time of year, 
but that is what the Defense Depart-
ment will be forced to do with civilian 
employees and contractors in the run- 
up to Christmas. 
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Because congressional leaders refuse 

to negotiate with the President to fund 
our troops in the field, the Department 
of Defense has been forced to cut 
spending in other areas in order to pay 
the bills for continued operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. Even as our 
troops have made major security gains 
in Iraq, the Democrat majority wishes 
to pull the plug by cutting the funding 
to support their mission. 

I believe we’re sending exactly the 
wrong message to the men and women 
who serve in our Armed Forces: not 
funding our troops. Each day that goes 
by without such a bill is a failure of 
the leadership of this dysfunctional 
Congress. 

f 

b 1015 

DEMOCRATIC ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, when 
the Democratic Congress was elected 
last November, we pledged to enact 
measures to protect and support our 
military troops and veterans. Since 
taking office, we have honored that 
promise by passing important legisla-
tion. 

This year, the House has passed the 
largest increase for veterans health 
care in the history of the Veterans Ad-
ministration, has made major improve-
ments in equipment and training, in-
cluding protecting the mine resistant 
ambush protected vehicles that reduce 
the strain on our servicemen and 
women and protect them in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. 

Today, we continue that commit-
ment by passing the Defense authoriza-
tion conference report, which includes 
a much-needed 3.5 percent pay increase 
for our troops, improves military 
health care, and requires a report on 
the current state of readiness for our 
forces, which are stretched very thin. 

Madam Speaker, this Congress has a 
proud record this year of supporting 
our troops and veterans. I hope all of 
our colleagues will join in continuing 
these efforts by supporting the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization con-
ference report. 

On Veterans Day and Memorial Day, 
we honor those who have served and 
given their lives. This vote today hon-
ors those who serve us every day. I 
urge the President to sign this legisla-
tion once it has passed the Congress. 

f 

AMERICAN FAMILIES NEED REAL 
LEADERSHIP FROM CONGRESS, 
NOT MORE POLITICS 

(Mr. BOUSTANY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BOUSTANY. This week, the 
Democratic leadership will unveil a 
half-trillion-dollar spending bill be-

cause they are unable to complete 
their constitutional responsibility. 
This half-trillion-dollar spending bill 
follows a failed energy bill that did 
nothing to increase our domestic sup-
ply of energy and failure to come up 
with a new farm bill. 

Families across America are paying 
higher energy costs, they’re bearing 
the burden of higher costs of living, 
and they are paying more for their 
health care. We in Congress have a re-
sponsibility to them. Furthermore, the 
Treasury Department waits now to see 
if Democrats will tax millions of Amer-
icans with the AMT, with their so- 
called AMT fix. 

The American people want results, 
not politics. Let’s finish the farm bill 
to provide some stability to our food 
producers and an energy bill to address 
the uncertainty and fluctuating prices. 

Finally, let’s be diligent with Ameri-
cans’ hard-earned money with respon-
sible spending. Let’s put politics aside, 
let’s get our work done, and let’s give 
American families the results which 
they can be proud of. 

f 

U.S. MINT COMMEMORATIVE COINS 

(Mr. SNYDER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SNYDER. Madam Speaker, proc-
lamations and commemorations are a 
wonderful part of the job that we are 
honored to have. Elevation of certain 
historic events so that they are re-
membered and respected, particularly 
by our young people, is so important. 

No one in Arkansas is unaware of the 
significance of the desegregation of 
Little Rock Central High School in 
1957. No one in America should be un-
aware of the courage of the Little Rock 
Nine. That courage is celebrated in one 
of the two commemorative coins that 
are part of the U.S. Mint collection 
this year. 

Now, I come here this morning to let 
you know if you don’t have your order 
in by December 14, which is the end of 
this week, you won’t be able to order 
the coins from usmint.gov, or call 1– 
800–USA MINT. For you folks on the 
Hill, the Mint is having their annual 
Holiday Hill coin sale in Rayburn 2220, 
where you can buy this coin, and also 
the wonderful coin sponsored by the 
late Representative Jo Ann Davis hon-
oring the 400th anniversary of James-
town. Usmint.gov, and you, too, can 
send these as great holiday gifts. 

f 

CONGRESS, LET’S GET TO WORK 

(Mr. WALBERG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALBERG. Madam Speaker, 
growing up, my mother taught me that 
two wrongs don’t make a right. For 
months, Congress has failed to meet its 
budget deadlines, and now House lead-
ership is trying to make up for the in-
efficiency with a massive pork-filled 
spending bill to fund our Federal Gov-

ernment. This is inside-the-beltway po-
litical gamesmanship. 

Americans want change, and I came 
to Washington to fight the status quo. 
House leadership is essentially black-
mailing the American people by saying 
it will only support our troops and vet-
erans if its budget-busting, deficit- 
spending initiatives are funded. With 
high gas prices, rising health care costs 
and economic insecurity, the last thing 
Michigan families need is more out-of- 
control government spending. People 
back home in Michigan know higher 
spending equals higher taxes, which is 
the last thing our hardworking fami-
lies need. 

Let’s get to work, give our troops 
fighting the war on terror the re-
sources they need, support our vet-
erans, and show true fiscal restraint 
with taxpayer dollars by keeping 
spending in check. 

f 

ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND 
SECURITY ACT 

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Madam Speaker, last 
week, congressional Republicans re-
fused to join us in supporting energy 
legislation that will provide real relief 
to the American consumers. Instead, 
Republicans once again showed that 
they have no problems doing the bid-
ding of both Big Oil and the utility 
companies. 

For too long, Washington has 
dragged its feet, denying that there 
was actually an energy problem. This 
new Democratic Congress is taking our 
Nation in a new direction. Our energy 
security plan is about producing more 
clean and renewable sources of energy 
right here in the United States. Over 
the next 10 years, this bill will create 
10 million new green jobs by investing 
in renewable energy, with tax incen-
tives for solar, wind, biomass, and geo-
thermal technology. This investment 
will not only be good for our economy, 
but it will also help reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil and will allow us to 
finally address global warming. 

Madam Speaker, this House has 
acted. Now it’s time for the Senate and 
the White House to acknowledge our 
energy problems and join us in sup-
porting this important legislation. 

f 

EARMARKS 

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, at 
some point this week, Congress is 
going to consider a massive omnibus 
spending bill that rolls the 11 remain-
ing appropriation bills into one enor-
mous bill. 

I wish I could take the floor today 
and talk about what’s in the floor bill, 
but I can’t, because I have no idea. I’m 
far from alone. Save for a few Members 
of leadership, all of us are in the dark 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15322 December 12, 2007 
about what could be in this massive 
bill that we’re going to be voting on in 
just a matter of hours. With the likeli-
hood of thousands and thousands of 
earmarks in the bill, our constituents 
deserve a process that, at the very 
least, Members have an opportunity to 
read the bill before we vote on it. 

Now, the majority argues that such 
tactics are no more egregious than 
those that Republicans employed dur-
ing our years in the majority. That 
may be true, but I would remind my 
colleagues that that’s one of the rea-
sons we find ourselves in the minority 
today. This institution deserves far 
better. 

f 

SUBPRIME MORTGAGE 
FORECLOSURE CRISIS 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
express concern about the ongoing 
subprime mortgage foreclosure crisis 
and the administration’s ‘‘plan’’ to ad-
dress the crisis. 

The administration proposed a 5-year 
interest rate freeze, something that 
should have angered the investor com-
munity. I should know; before I came 
to Congress, I was an investment advi-
sor. But the investor community was 
not upset. We ask, why? Well, the rea-
son why is that the voluntary rate 
freeze will only apply to a small num-
ber of the subprime loans that are in 
danger of default and foreclosure. The 
Center for Responsible Lending esti-
mates that the administration’s plan 
will affect 7 percent of subprime bor-
rowers. 

This plan is based on the unrealistic 
belief that the subprime market failure 
will cure itself. Real leadership is need-
ed to help homeowners and the United 
States economy. The President needs 
to show support for the House-passed 
legislation that provides additional op-
tions for borrowers in distress and 
strengthens the regulation of the mort-
gage lending practices. 

f 

MURDER IN THE NAME OF 
RELIGION—CANADA 

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, freedom of 
expression is under attack in our 
neighbors to the north, Canada. Yester-
day, a 16-year-old girl was strangled to 
death by her father in Toronto, Can-
ada. The reason for the homicide? The 
girl refused to wear the traditional 
Muslim head scarf, the hijab. 

Her school friends said that she 
wanted to be more ‘‘western,’’ but her 
devout Muslim father wouldn’t have it. 
But she would remove her scarf at 
school and change into western 
clothes. School officials said that she 
was an energetic and popular student, 

but she lived in fear of her father. Her 
father has been charged now with mur-
der, and her older brother has been 
charged with accessory to the crime. 

This is yet another example of reli-
gion gone wrong. In a society that val-
ues freedom and tolerance, this kind of 
behavior in the name of religion is un-
acceptable. Her father needs to be pros-
ecuted and sent to prison. His actions 
are not acceptable in our culture. No 
one has the natural right to murder 
their children in the name of religion. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

NATURALIZATION APPLICATION 
BACKLOG 

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, today I 
rise to discuss the naturalization appli-
cation backlog at the United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Agency, known as USCIS. 

In July 2007, the Bush administration 
raised the naturalization fee applica-
tion by 66 percent, from $400 to $675. 
The fee increase was meant to improve 
the process of these applications. Yet, 
recent reports state that the USCIS is 
months behind in scheduling, so they 
aren’t even beginning to process these 
applications. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity estimates it will take 16 to 18 
months to process these applications 
that have been filed by June 1, 2007. 
These delays are going to hinder hun-
dreds of thousands of people from exer-
cising their vote to be a part of his-
tory, the Presidential elections that 
are coming up in November. How abys-
mal this is for us to give that informa-
tion to so many people who are playing 
by the rules, who are waiting in line to 
become U.S. citizens. These are people 
from across the world waiting in line. 
We have to do something. I urge my 
colleagues to step up to the plate. 

f 

ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX IS A 
LUMP OF COAL 

(Mrs. BACHMANN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Speaker, 
’tis the season to be jolly for Ameri-
cans, unless, of course, you happen to 
be a tax planner or a taxpayer won-
dering if your finances are going to 
throw you into a sea of confusion when 
you file your tax return in April of 
2008. Under the current tax filing mess, 
because the majority has failed to re-
peal the alternative minimum tax, the 
average tax increase for tens of mil-
lions of Americans will increase by 
over $2,000. 

Children hope for candy or presents 
in their stocking and not a lump of 
coal. But since 1969, the alternative 
minimum tax has represented a lump 
of coal for millions of Americans. We 

should do right by the American peo-
ple, Madam Speaker, and put an end to 
the alternative minimum tax once and 
for all. That’s a Christmas present 
every American can use. 

f 

LET’S DO GOD’S WORK ON EARTH 

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, last 
night I voted with a great majority in 
this House and every one but one Re-
publican on a resolution to recognize 
the benefits and honor of Christmas 
and the Christian religion. I read that 
resolution and agree that Christianity 
is a great religion, a lot to be learned 
from it, and the teachings of Jesus are 
wonderful. 

I would ask my colleagues on the Re-
publican side who voted for this, the 
Members of the Senate, and the Presi-
dent to remember those teachings and 
do God’s work here on Earth: ‘‘There 
but for the grace of God go I,’’ and ‘‘Do 
unto others as you would have them do 
unto you.’’ 

The President is supposed to be 
vetoing the CHIP bill today which 
would give health care to children. 
That’s not in the spirit of St. Nick or, 
I believe, in the tradition of the Chris-
tian religion or the Judeo-Christian re-
ligions. Nor is it in that same spirit 
that we would take away from people 
that need help with college education, 
with health care, and with research for 
diseases, and for responsible fiscal poli-
cies and for taking care of God’s Earth. 

I would ask that we not just pass res-
olutions in name, but in spirit, and we 
honor the great religions and do God’s 
work on Earth. 

f 

MILITARY FAMILIES ARE TURN-
ING AGAINST THE PRESIDENT’S 
WAR—IT’S TIME FOR A CHANGE 

(Ms. SHEA-PORTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Madam Speak-
er, over the last 6 years, more than 1.6 
million American troops have been de-
ployed to either Iraq or Afghanistan to 
implement the Bush administration’s 
military strategy. These troops and 
their families have really sacrificed, 
and now the majority of these families 
believe that the war in Iraq was not 
worth fighting. 

The President won’t listen to the 
generals. Perhaps he will listen to the 
military families. According to a new 
poll from the LA Times, nearly six out 
of 10 military families disapprove of 
the way the President is running the 
war in Iraq; 58 percent of military fam-
ilies, in general, think we should with-
draw within a year, and 69 percent of 
those who have been in Iraq, their fam-
ilies would like to begin withdrawal 
within the year. 

These findings come just days after 
the Pentagon announced a temporary 
tour of duty extension for all active 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H15323 December 12, 2007 
duty soldiers that will keep them de-
ployed for 15 months rather than 12. 

Madam Speaker, our troops and their 
families deserve much better than this. 
Let’s ask the President to listen to the 
generals and listen to the military 
families. 

f 

b 1030 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 1585, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2008 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 860 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 860 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 1585) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2008 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. 

SEC. 2. The House being in possession of 
the official papers, the managers on the part 
of the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on H.R. 3093 
shall be, and they are hereby, discharged to 
the end that H.R. 3093 and its accompanying 
papers, be, and they are hereby, laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DEGETTE). The gentlewoman from 
Florida is recognized for 1 hour. 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to my friend and 
colleague from Washington on the 
Rules Committee, Mr. HASTINGS. All 
time yielded during consideration of 
the rule is for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
I ask unanimous consent that all 

Members have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous materials 
into the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. CASTOR. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, House Resolution 

860 provides for consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
1585, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2008, under the 
standard conference report rule. 

Madam Speaker, today the Congress 
will promote a stronger and safer 
America by approving the National De-
fense Authorization conference report 
and this rule. As a member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, 
which is chaired by the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), I am pleased to report that the 

committee has worked in a bipartisan 
manner to ensure that our brave men 
and women in uniform have the tools 
they need to keep America safe and 
strong. 

Our military personnel and their 
families have sacrificed so much in 
past years and continue to do so. In 
recognition of their service, this Con-
gress is proud to make important im-
provements in military pay and bene-
fits. We have raised the pay of our 
brave men and women in uniform be-
yond the levels set originally by the 
President. And when our brave men 
and women in combat are injured in 
the line of duty, they deserve top qual-
ity medical care. The Walter Reed 
scandal drew back the curtain on some 
of the challenges that the military 
community faces when it comes to 
serving our brave men and women 
when they return from the battlefield. 
Unfortunately, the military health 
care system was not providing con-
sistent, excellent care for our wounded 
soldiers. So, Madam Speaker, one of 
the highlights of this bill are our ef-
forts to improve assistance to wounded 
warriors. These provisions have been 
worked on throughout the year in a bi-
partisan way to improve the health 
care for our wounded servicemembers 
because they deserve nothing but the 
best. 

We move beyond the ‘‘support our 
troops’’ rhetoric and enact substantive 
improvements that will restore con-
fidence in the quality of care that our 
brave men and women in uniform de-
serve when they return from the bat-
tlefield. This includes assistance to 
their very supportive families, because 
supporting our troops does not simply 
mean that you salute and send them 
off to war and then ask them to serve 
and sacrifice for our great country, but 
supporting our troops means that we 
continue to support them when they 
return home. 

This bill improves the screening for 
traumatic brain injury and post-trau-
matic stress disorder. I am very proud 
to recognize the efforts of my home-
town VA Medical Center, the James A. 
Haley Medical Center, which is home 
to one of the four polytrauma centers 
in the country where we have so many 
dedicated doctors, nurses and psycholo-
gists and folks in physical therapy. 
They are so dedicated to these brave 
men and women that come home with 
the worst injuries. But we have got to 
do more. And that is contained in this 
bill. 

This bill also mandates that the Sec-
retaries of Defense and Veterans Af-
fairs establish a standard for rating 
servicemembers’ disabilities that takes 
into consideration all of their medical 
conditions. 

An important part of improving the 
health care and mental health care for 
our wounded warriors is tackling the 
bureaucracy that has blocked their ac-
cess to health care. So we require expe-
dited action, provide medical advo-
cates, improve support services for 

families, elevate the care for traumatic 
brain injuries and aid the polytrauma 
centers in VA hospitals across the 
country that are serving the most 
critically wounded troops. 

This bill also blocks an increase that 
was proposed by the White House to 
health insurance premiums for mili-
tary families and troops under the 
TRICARE system. It is inexplicable 
how the White House could propose 
health insurance premium increases at 
a time when we are asking so much of 
our brave American men and women in 
uniform. So, proudly, the Congress, in 
a bipartisan way, blocks these health 
insurance premium increases. 

Madam Speaker, we know that be-
cause of the multiyear, sometimes 
seemingly unending war in Iraq, that 
the readiness, the military readiness of 
our country has suffered over the 
years. Well, this bill restores the readi-
ness of our Armed Forces, including 
equipment repair, so that our soldiers 
go to battle with the most up-to-date 
equipment available. In terms of readi-
ness, we have authorized moneys for a 
new Strategic Readiness Fund and to 
address equipment deficiencies. We 
have all heard stories of soldiers, espe-
cially the folks in our National Guard 
and Reserves, who are having problems 
with equipment shortages and even re-
ceiving the necessary training that 
they need before heading off to war. In 
some cases, the National Guard has 
been unable to help in the traditional 
disaster response roles in their local 
communities due to this problem. Well, 
this bill tackles that so we can improve 
the readiness of the National Guard 
and Reserves so they can do their jobs 
safely, efficiently and effectively. 

Madam Speaker, this bill also calls 
for greater accountability over the 
waste and fraud in Iraq that has been 
all too prevalent under this adminis-
tration. This includes the troubles we 
have had with various contractors. As 
we see from the fallout of the 
Blackwater contracting debacles, there 
has been so much waste and fraud in 
contracting in Iraq and under this 
White House that we are not going to 
put up with it any longer. This bill sub-
stantially improves oversight of the 
multibillion-dollar and sometimes sole- 
source contracts that have been ap-
proved during this war in Iraq. 

The Armed Services Committee, 
under Chairman SKELTON’s leadership, 
also requires additional accountability 
measures for Afghanistan, including a 
new Inspector General for Afghanistan 
reconstruction, as we cannot sanction 
the waste and fraud that has accom-
panied the administration’s Iraq recon-
struction. 

Madam Speaker, many believe that 
because of the White House’s pre-
occupation in Iraq that that preoccupa-
tion has shortchanged the focus in Af-
ghanistan where the Taliban allowed al 
Qaeda to flourish some years ago. And, 
after all, the ungoverned and dan-
gerous tribal areas of Pakistan are just 
south of the Afghan border. Indeed, 
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just yesterday, listening to the Defense 
Secretary and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Armed 
Services Committee, it became appar-
ent that we are not able to do as much 
as we would like to do in Afghanistan 
because of the resources that have been 
overwhelmingly devoted to Iraq. Well, 
in this bill, we direct more attention to 
operations in Afghanistan in addition 
to an Inspector General that will over-
see reconstruction efforts. This bill 
contains a long-term plan to improve 
stability in Afghanistan. 

Madam Speaker, many of the unsung 
heroes of our Armed Forces whose mis-
sions you never hear about are the 
brave men and women in America’s 
special forces. I am very proud that the 
headquarters of Special Operations 
Command is located in my hometown 
of Tampa, Florida, at MacDill Air 
Force Base. This defense bill under 
Democratic leadership not only fully 
funds our special forces but goes be-
yond the Bush administration’s budget 
request for these brave men and 
women, including a number of needs 
that were not proposed to be funded by 
the White House at all. Our commit-
ment to special forces recognizes that 
we cannot rely overwhelmingly any 
longer on conventional forces in de-
fense of our country. We have got to be 
smarter. We have got to be more stra-
tegic. And this bill authorizes the in-
creases in special forces and also a new 
emphasis on more strategic action. 

Oftentimes, to win a struggle, it is 
more strategic and smarter not to go 
in with guns blazing but instead to 
work with folks on the ground to pre-
vent any terrorist inclinations from 
ever developing. This bill does that. We 
will invest additional resources to im-
prove education and analytical intel-
ligence surveillance. We harness the 
science and technology innovation in 
this great country by investing in in-
formation technology and other tech-
nologies to make sure that our troops 
on the ground have the best technology 
available across the globe. 

Madam Speaker, this Defense author-
ization bill and this rule charts a new 
direction for true readiness, account-
ability and more strategic investments 
to protect our national security. It im-
proves the health care needs for our 
wounded warriors and does a better job 
of helping our families work through 
the unending maze of benefits and pa-
perwork that come from caring for an 
injured soldier. 

I urge full, bipartisan support. 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. CAS-
TOR) for yielding me the customary 30 
minutes, and I yield myself as much 
time as I may consume. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, this rule allows for 

the consideration of the conference re-
port to accompany the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008. This conference report is largely 
bipartisan, as it should be, and is an 
example of what Democrats and Repub-
licans can accomplish when working 
together. 

This conference report contains im-
portant authorizations for increases in 
force protection and retains provisions 
of the overdue Wounded Warrior As-
sistance Act. By passing these provi-
sions, we will help provide the tools 
needed to protect our men and women 
currently deployed in the global war on 
terror. We will be setting up the im-
provements needed to ensure excel-
lence in our military and veterans care 
system. 

There are also provisions in this con-
ference report that are important to 
those that I represent in central Wash-
ington. 

This conference report authorizes $29 
million for the Yakima Training Cen-
ter. This funding will be used to in-
crease the size of the Army’s training 
space, allow for urban operation train-
ing, and support the digital systems 
used by today’s Stryker forces. This 
new range is expected to be completed 
in August of 2009 and will provide crit-
ical training for our active duty and 
Reserve Army soldiers. 

In addition, I am pleased that this 
conference report extends the oper-
ation of the Ombudsman for the En-
ergy Employees Occupation Illness 
Compensation Program Act. The Om-
budsman’s office plays an important 
role in assisting workers at Hanford 
and other sites seeking illness com-
pensation that they are due. I might 
add, Madam Speaker, this issue goes 
way back to the Second World War 
when we were involved, obviously, in 
atomic power. Hanford, which is in my 
district and a county adjacent to my 
district, played an important part of 
that and those workers that worked at 
those sites in many cases gave the ulti-
mate sacrifice as our men and women 
overseas did, but in a kind of different 
setting. This compensation program, I 
think, is very important for those that 
worked at the Hanford site and other 
sites during the Second World War. 

Madam Speaker, again, I would like 
to stress that this conference report 
was achieved in a bipartisan manner, 
and I hope to see more bipartisan con-
ference reports brought to the floor as 
Congress wraps up its business in this 
first session of the 110th Congress. 

As the first session of the 110th Con-
gress comes to a close, I am dis-
appointed that Democrat leaders are 
still intent on micromanaging the war 
on terror by blocking the funding re-
quested for all our troops on the battle-
field. At a time when both Democrats 
and Republicans are seeing recent 
progress in the war on terror, this ap-
proach, frankly, Madam Speaker, 
strikes me as unnecessary, divisive and 
dangerous. 

If a supplemental spending bill is not 
signed into law soon, some Army civil-

ian employees may get layoff notices 
before the Christmas holidays, and if 
this funding continues to be delayed, 
Department of Defense officials have 
reported that it could affect as many 
as 200,000 civilian employees and con-
tractors. 

Madam Speaker, I am also concerned 
that Democrat leaders continue to use 
delaying tactics to block a vote on a 
final bipartisan bill to fund veterans 
services. 

b 1045 

This inaction is causing our veterans 
to lose critical funding each and every 
day. As I have done in the past, Madam 
Speaker, I will later be asking my col-
leagues to defeat the previous question 
in order to appoint conferees and 
quickly approve a veterans funding 
conference report that, again, has 
strong bipartisan support and which is 
long overdue. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I reserve 
my time. 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, I am 
very pleased to yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, the gentleman 
from Missouri, Mr. SKELTON, and con-
gratulate him on his outstanding lead-
ership in shepherding this bipartisan 
bill through the Congress. 

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to 
me. 

Of course, I rise in support of the rule 
for this conference report, the National 
Defense Authorization Act. I will speak 
more at length on this issue later 
today after we have the privilege of 
passing the rule on this floor. But, I 
must say, Madam Speaker, that in my 
years of being here in the Congress, 
this is the most comprehensive, well 
thought-out and studied authorization 
bill that we have had. It’s excellent for 
the troops, it’s excellent for the fami-
lies, and their health care. It makes 
great strides in the area of readiness. 

I just feel like bragging on all the 
members of the House Armed Services 
Committee on both sides of the aisle. 
Of course, it couldn’t be done without 
the crackerjack staff that we have, and 
we are just absolutely blessed with the 
dedicated staff that we have, Erin 
Conaton, who’s the staff director. We 
owe all of the members of the staff our 
great appreciation. 

This has been months of hard work. 
We have a proud tradition in the 
Armed Services Committee as being bi-
partisan. It helps with the problems of 
readiness, including equipment, train-
ing and people. It gives an across-the- 
board 3.5 percent pay raise, protects 
them from escalating fees for health 
care. It includes over 100 measures, 
large and small, for quality of life. We 
combined the best elements of the 
Wounded Warrior Act that was passed 
here in the House by 426–0, as well as a 
companion bill that passed the Senate. 

We have many parts of this bill that 
are new, which will help us in the area 
of national security all the more. I 
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will, at length, discuss them when we 
take the bill up at a later moment 
today. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of the rule 
on the conference report for H.R. 1585, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 2008. I will speak at more length about 
this bill later today. 

This legislation represents the outcome of 
months of hard work by the House Armed 
Services Committee and our colleagues in the 
other body. It is a good bill and it is a bipar-
tisan bill in the proud tradition of the Armed 
Services Committee. It is good for our troops 
and their families. It will help improve the 
readiness of our Armed Forces, who face dire 
problems with all elements of readiness in-
cluding equipment, training, and people. And it 
will bring significant new oversight to the De-
partment of Defense in areas where oversight 
is sorely needed. 

Let me just mention a few high points. 
H.R. 1585 includes a 3.5 percent across- 

the-board pay raise for the troops, protects 
them from escalating fees for health care, and 
includes well over 100 other measures, both 
large and small, to improve their quality of life. 
Just as important, it upholds the debt of honor 
the nation owes to its injured and fallen vet-
erans, by combining the best elements of the 
Wounded Warrior Act which passed the 
House 426–0, and a companion bill which 
passed the Senate. 

To address the readiness crisis, it estab-
lishes a new, high level board of military offi-
cers, the Defense Materiel Readiness Board, 
to grapple with the growing, dramatic shortfalls 
confronting the Armed Forces. The committee 
also made a special effort to authorize the 
most money possible for readiness accounts. 

Critically, this bill will bring much needed 
oversight to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
It follows up on the bipartisan investigation of 
Iraqi Security Forces by the committee’s rein-
stated Oversight & Investigations Sub-
committee by increasing reporting relating to 
Iraqi Security Forces and requiring real ac-
countability for weapons transferred to that na-
tion. And it institutes, for the first time, regular 
progress reports to Congress on the war in Af-
ghanistan, where our critical national interests 
remain deeply challenged by those who at-
tacked us on September 11. The bill also cre-
ates a new Special Inspector General for Af-
ghanistan Reconstruction. 

Finally, this bill takes significant strides to 
ensure that the Department of Defense is able 
to posture itself to address new threats. The 
bill includes $17.6 billion for mine resistant 
ambush protected (MRAP) vehicles to protect 
our troops in Iraq and in future conflicts. It in-
creases funding for shipbuilding by almost a 
billion dollars. The bill also adds 8 C–17s to 
help meet the demands for global power pro-
jection in today’s world. 

In closing, I ask my colleagues to support 
this rule and to support the conference report 
when we consider it later today. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
7 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Dr. GINGREY, who’s a member of 
the Armed Services Committee and 
former member of the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of this rule and 
the conference report for Fiscal Year 

2008 National Defense Authorization 
Act, and I would certainly like to com-
mend Chairman SKELTON, Ranking 
Member HUNTER for standing strong 
throughout conference negotiations 
and representing us so well during 
these proceedings. 

Madam Speaker, I think it proves, as 
my colleague from Washington just 
stated, Mr. HASTINGS, that we can, 
when we put our heads together and 
have that cooperative spirit, we can do 
things in a bipartisan manner, and I 
commend Chairman SKELTON and his 
excellent staff for making that happen. 
Certainly, I want to thank Sub-
committee Chairman NEIL ABER-
CROMBIE, as well as Ranking Member 
JIM SAXTON, as well as all the conferees 
for the hard work in getting this legis-
lation before the floor. The staff of the 
Armed Services Committee, as I say, 
deserves our thanks for their tireless 
efforts in support of our soldiers, sail-
ors, airmen and marines who are brave-
ly defending us both at home and 
abroad. 

Madam Speaker, as we move toward 
adjournment, it’s essential that we 
pass this legislation, which covers an 
extensive range of issues that are so vi-
tally important to our Armed Services. 
From a 3.5 percent across-the-board 
pay raise to an additional $17.6 billion 
for MRAP vehicles, mine resistant am-
bush protected vehicles, this legisla-
tion addresses the most pressing needs 
of our troops during a most trying time 
for America. I am further pleased that 
the bill provides for an increase of 
13,000 Army and 9,000 Marine personnel, 
active duty personnel, and at a time 
when our Guard and Reserve forces 
have been so heavily utilized, it appro-
priately includes Guard empowerment 
provisions. 

Madam Speaker, although I do re-
main concerned about the overall 
underfunding of missile defense and the 
lack of full funding for our European 
missile defense site, I am thankful that 
the conferees significantly restored 
funds for certain critical missile de-
fense programs. I am also proud, as my 
colleague from Washington State made 
note, that the Wounded Warrior legis-
lation is included in this conference re-
port, which will help our injured heroes 
as they face challenges encountered on 
their long road to recovery. 

Additionally, the legislation author-
izes $189.4 billion in supplemental fund-
ing to support current operations in 
the global war on terror, and it fit-
tingly recognizes the dangers posed by 
a precipitous withdrawal from Iraq. By 
providing increased funding for force 
protection and for the repair and re-
placement of battle-worn equipment, 
this legislation authorizes the nec-
essary supplemental funding to give 
our deployed soldiers the resources 
they need to continue taking the fight 
to the terrorists. 

I am further very pleased with the 
work the committee has done this year 
to authorize funding of 20 F–22 Raptors, 
in line with the current multiyear con-

tract. The F–22, Madam Speaker, is the 
world’s most capable fighter, and these 
funds will go a long way towards pro-
viding stability for our forces and en-
suring that America does maintain air 
dominance for the foreseeable future. 

Madam Speaker, section 1257 of the 
conference report affirms the Western 
Hemisphere Institute for Security Co-
operation, acronym WHINSEC, as an 
invaluable education and training fa-
cility which the Department of Defense 
should continue to utilize in order to 
promote security cooperation with 
Latin American countries. I proudly 
serve, along with my colleague on the 
House Armed Services Committee, Ms. 
SANCHEZ from California, we serve on 
the Board of Visitors for WHINSEC, 
and have for a number of years, Madam 
Speaker, and know how important that 
is, important for my colleagues to re-
member that WHINSEC may be the 
only medium we have to engage future 
military and political leaders of these 
Latin American countries. If we were 
not to engage with these nations in 
this way, the void created would be 
filled by countries with different val-
ues than our own regarding democracy 
and, yes, human rights, countries such 
as Venezuela and China, whose influ-
ence in the region is growing. There-
fore, I am so proud that Congress 
stands behind WHINSEC. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity to again 
recognize our fallen soldiers. A brave 
young man from my district who hero-
ically gave his life for our country, 
Sergeant Paul Saylor from Bremen, 
Georgia, his remains were not able to 
be viewed for a final time upon being 
returned to his family 2 years ago. 

Last year’s authorization bill, H.R. 
5122, included a provision which re-
quires that all medical personnel be 
trained in remains preservation to en-
sure that these fallen heroes get the 
dignity and respect they deserve. This 
is the least that we can do for the fami-
lies as they are grieving so much. I 
would like to thank my colleagues for 
following up on this measure by hon-
oring my request for a report on this 
program in this year’s bill, and I want 
to certainly take an opportunity to 
thank Paul’s parents, Jamie and Patti 
Saylor, for their help in this regard. 

Madam Speaker, there is much to be 
proud of in this bill. I again commend 
Chairman SKELTON and Ranking Mem-
ber HUNTER for their efforts to keep 
this bill focused on the needs of the 
warfighter. In this spirit, I urge all my 
colleagues in these days ahead, let’s 
abandon any defeatist rhetoric and any 
partisan bickering which only serves to 
demoralize our troops and, yes, to em-
bolden the enemy. We must stand 
united in providing our troops every 
needed resource and send a strong mes-
sage to these terrorists and our allies 
that the resolve of our great Nation is 
stronger than it has ever been. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all Members 
to vote in favor of the rule and the con-
ference report. 
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Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to an outspoken advo-
cate for our brave men and women in 
uniform, Mr. ALTMIRE from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Florida, 
and I thank the chairman for his lead-
ership, as well as Ranking Member 
HUNTER. 

I wanted to talk specifically for a 
couple of minutes about two provisions 
that this bill includes that I intro-
duced. One of them involves a bill, H.R. 
1944, dealing with traumatic brain in-
jury, which is the signature injury of 
the war in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

What this legislation that we are vot-
ing on today says is that the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs will treat 
traumatic brain injury and do 
screenings and treatments in a way 
that is much more put together than 
has been done in the past. It is going to 
create a national registry, it is going 
to create a long-term system for trau-
matic brain injury screening and treat-
ment, and it is going to create a co-
ordinated network throughout the Na-
tion that is going to help our brave 
men and women that are affected by 
TBI. 

Secondly, I also introduced an 
amendment during consideration of 
this bill dealing with family and med-
ical leave. What this legislation does is 
allow family members of our brave 
men and women serving in the Guard 
and Reserve to use Family and Medical 
Leave Act time to see off, to see the de-
ployment, or to see the members re-
turn when they come back, and to use 
that, importantly, to deal with eco-
nomic issues and get the household ec-
onomics in order. 

This bill is going to dramatically im-
pact people’s lives, and I am proud to 
have played a very small part in it. But 
I do want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for their leader-
ship. 

Madam Speaker, I also thank the 
gentlewoman from Florida for allowing 
me the time to speak today. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, understanding that 
the gentlewoman is prepared to close, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, I must ask once 
again my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question so that I can 
amend the rule to allow the House to 
immediately act to go to conference 
with the Senate on H.R. 2642, the Mili-
tary Construction and Veterans Affairs 
funding bill, and to appoint conferees. 

Madam Speaker, I am disappointed 
that a final veterans funding bill is sit-
ting waiting to be acted on and that 
the Democrat leaders have bent over 
backwards to prevent this Congress in 
this session from passing the final bill. 
Democrat leaders in the House have re-
fused to name conferees, and instead 
have chosen to put partisanship and 
politics ahead of ensuring our veterans’ 
needs are met. They have been stalling 
since September and have ignored the 

fact that the new spending bill began 
October 1 of this year, nearly over 2 
months ago. 

Since the beginning of the new spend-
ing year, our Nation’s 8 million vet-
erans have been waiting for their $37 
billion in promised veterans benefits. 
Sadly, each day Democrat leaders 
choose not to act and move final fund-
ing forward, our Nation’s veterans lose 
$18.5 million. Since the fiscal year 
began 73 days ago, our Nation’s vet-
erans are out $1.35 billion. 

What is even more disappointing is 
that this bill has almost unanimous 
support, unanimous support, from Re-
publicans and Democrats; yet we are 
not being allowed to pass it into law, 
and we are getting to the waning days 
of this session. Meanwhile, our Na-
tion’s veterans, who have sacrificed so 
much on behalf of our country, are left 
paying the price. 

b 1100 
It is time, Madam Speaker, like in 

the underlying bill that this rule 
makes in order, to put partisanship and 
politics aside and work together to do 
what is in the best interest of our Na-
tion’s veterans. I see no better time 
than right now. By defeating the pre-
vious question, the House will send a 
strong message to our veterans that 
they have our commitment to provide 
them with the funding increase they 
need, deserve, and were promised. 

Once Democrat leaders appoint con-
ferees, the House can move forward and 
pass a stand-alone veterans funding 
bill, and it will pass with strong bipar-
tisan support. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
text of the amendment and extraneous 
material inserted into the RECORD 
prior to the vote on the previous ques-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. With 

that, Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the previous ques-
tion, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, I urge 
approval of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act, H.R. 1585, and this 
rule. This bipartisan bill improves 
military readiness and demonstrates 
our commitment to our brave men and 
women in uniform, including a 3.5 per-
cent pay raise for these brave folks, a 
commitment to the National Guard 
and our Reserves, and an expansion and 
great improvement in the health care 
provided to wounded warriors who re-
turn from the battlefield. The bill also 
increases oversight and restores ac-
countability over the waste and fraud 
that has occurred in the war in Iraq. 

Madam Speaker, this bill will make 
America safer and stronger. I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous question 
and on the rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. HASTINGS of Washington is as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 860 OFFERED BY MR. 
HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 3. The House disagrees to the Senate 
amendment to the bill. H.R. 2642, making ap-
propriations for military construction, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, and 
agrees to the conference requested by the 
Senate thereon. The Speaker shall appoint 
conferees immediately, but may declare a re-
cess under clause 12(a) of rule I for the pur-
pose of consulting the Minority Leader prior 
to such appointment. The motion to instruct 
conferees otherwise in order pending the ap-
pointment of conferees instead shall be in 
order only at a time designated by the 
Speaker in the legislative schedule within 
two additional legislative days after adop-
tion of this resolution. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109h Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information from 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
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[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Ms. CASTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, on that I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4351, AMT RELIEF ACT 
OF 2007 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 861 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 861 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 4351) to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code to provide individuals 
temporary relief from the alternative min-
imum tax, and for other purposes. All points 
of order against consideration of the bill are 
waived except those arising under clause 9 or 
10 of rule XXI. The bill shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against provisions of 
the bill are waived. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means; and (2) one motion to recommit. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 4351 
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding 
the operation of the previous question, the 
Chair may postpone further consideration of 
the bill to such time as may be designated by 
the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS). All time yielded during con-
sideration of the rule is for debate 
only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that all Members have 5 legis-

lative days within which to revise and 
extend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 861. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARDOZA. I yield myself such 

time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, House Resolution 

861 provides for consideration of H.R. 
4351, the Alternative Minimum Tax Re-
lief Act of 2007, under a closed rule. The 
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate, equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The rule waives all points of 
order against consideration of the bill 
except for clause 9 and clause 10 of rule 
XXI. Finally, the rule provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

Madam Speaker, the Democratic phi-
losophy is simple: We believe in pay-as- 
you-go. In other words, we believe that 
you should live within your financial 
means. Every family that makes these 
choices around the kitchen table every 
month in order to live within its budg-
et understands that simple fact of life. 
The Federal Government used to un-
derstand this, too. In fact, the Clinton 
administration and the Democratic 
Congress worked with Republicans on a 
bipartisan basis and turned decades of 
exploding budget deficits into 4 
straight years of budget surpluses 
through the use of pay-as-you-go or 
PAYGO rules in this House. 

The use of PAYGO through the 1990s 
and early 2000s helped lead us to the 
first Federal budget surpluses in over 
30 years at that time, and we saw 
record economic growth during that 
period which resulted in the addition of 
22 million American jobs. And in that 
time, America actually began to pay 
down the national debt to foreign na-
tions. Despite the proven success of 
PAYGO, President Bush and the Re-
publican Congress abandoned the 
PAYGO rules in the year 2002, allowing 
it to expire with no interest in rein-
stating it. 

According to the Bush administra-
tion’s own numbers, President Bush’s 
policies are on track to increase the 
Federal debt by over $4 trillion by the 
year 2008. 

It took, Madam Speaker, 41 Presi-
dents combined to accumulate the 
total of $4 trillion in debt. This means 
that the debt America incurred over 
the first 200 plus years of our Nation 
will be doubled in only 8 years under 
the Bush administration. 

Worse, Madam Speaker, about 80 
cents of every dollar of new debt since 
the year 2001 has been financed by for-
eign investors, including foreign gov-
ernments, especially China. This has 
resulted in 50 percent of our Nation’s 
debt now being owned by the following 
countries: China, Japan, Saudi Arabia, 
and Iran. 

At the start of the 110th Congress, 
Democrats provided real choices and a 

new direction for America. We made 
good on our commitment to PAYGO 
and did what 6 years of Republican 
Congresses before us refused to do: We 
restored PAYGO rules to make sure 
that we do not spend more money than 
we have. 

Once again, the Democratic leader-
ship brings to the floor H.R. 4351, the 
Alternative Minimum Tax Relief Act 
of 2007, that provides millions of mid-
dle-class families with tax cuts to help 
grow our economy without increasing 
our national debt. H.R. 4351 prevents 23 
million families from being hit by the 
AMT, and it helps 12 million children 
by expanding their child tax credit. 

The Republicans will surely say that 
this bill raises taxes, but that is far 
from the truth. Let me set the record 
straight right from the beginning. This 
bill closes tax loopholes that allows a 
privileged few on Wall Street to pay a 
lower tax rate on their income than 
other hardworking Americans, such as 
school teachers, police officers, fire-
fighters, and our Nation’s veterans. 
This bill stops hedge fund managers 
from making hundreds of millions of 
dollars by using offshore tax havens to 
avoid paying income tax while other 
middle-class families play by the rules 
and pay their fair share. 

It also prevents multinational com-
panies from shifting their income to 
offshore entities and from creating 
sham corporations in tax-friendly ju-
risdictions to avoid Federal taxation. 
We would all love not to have to pay 
our taxes. Why should we allow these 
big corporations to go offshore to avoid 
paying their fair share? 

It seems only fair that if hard-
working American middle-class fami-
lies play by the rules and pay their fair 
share that the wealthy and huge multi-
national corporations that are gaming 
the system should pay their fair share 
as well. 

Madam Speaker, this Congress has 
made great strides to get our fiscal 
house in order. If we want to continue 
down the path towards fiscal sanity, we 
must make sure that every piece of leg-
islation that we consider, including 
this bill, fixing the AMT, complies with 
the PAYGO rules. The Blue Dogs and 
the House Democratic leadership are 
standing strong behind our commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility through 
PAYGO. I would like to thank Speaker 
PELOSI, Leader HOYER and Chairman 
RANGEL for their unwavering commit-
ment to sticking with the PAYGO 
rules. I would also like to reiterate to 
the other body that our leadership is 
committed to abiding by the PAYGO 
rules and not considering any AMT bill 
on the House floor that is not fully 
paid for. 

Madam Speaker, the $9.1 trillion debt 
that our country has irresponsibly 
racked up, nearly half of which has 
happened in the last 6 years, must be 
paid back, and it will be paid back by 
our children and our grandchildren if 
not by us. We need to adhere to the old 
adage that we should provide a better 
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life for our children than the ones that 
we found ourselves. Quite simply, we 
should be investing in our children’s 
future and not borrowing from it. 

I strongly urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to make the 
right choice today, to stand by PAYGO 
today, to stand by PAYGO tomorrow, 
and support this commonsense legisla-
tion. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank my 
friend from California (Mr. CARDOZA) 
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, this rule provides for 
consideration of a tax bill that would 
raise taxes permanently to give 1 
year’s worth of tax relief. Let me re-
peat that, Madam Speaker. This rule 
provides for consideration of a tax bill 
that would raise taxes permanently to 
give 1 year’s worth of tax relief. 

The AMT was enacted in 1969 to pre-
vent a small number of wealthy tax-
payers from using, at that time, legiti-
mate deductions and credits to avoid 
paying taxes altogether. Back then, 
the tax affected only 155 people, the 
super-rich. The AMT was never ad-
justed to match inflation. Therefore, 
the AMT is affecting more and more 
taxpayers today. Without fixing the 
AMT problem, millions of taxpayers 
will be hit by the AMT, costing the av-
erage taxpayer about $2,000. 

When Republicans gained control of 
the Congress, we passed legislation to 
protect American taxpayers from the 
unintended consequences of the brack-
et creep of AMT. Unfortunately, this 
measure was vetoed by President Clin-
ton. So here we are again today trying 
to temporarily protect taxpayers from 
the AMT. 

The longer we wait to fix the AMT, 
the longer it will take for the IRS to 
make the necessary changes in the tax 
forms and to process tax returns under 
the changes in the law. That is for this 
tax year. As of right now, the Demo-
crat majority’s failure to pass an AMT 
fix will force the IRS to delay proc-
essing tax refunds until mid-March at 
the earliest. This is likely to delay re-
turns for over 20 million taxpayers who 
currently would be subjected to the 
AMT but who, with the patch, would 
not have to pay the AMT. This comes 
out, Madam Speaker, to about a $75 bil-
lion interest-free loan to the Federal 
Government from the taxpayer and 
paid for by the taxpayer. 

I support fixing the AMT trap, but it 
is a tax that was never intended to 
occur. It is going to affect millions of 
Americans. But the Democrat leaders 
in the House are making it nearly im-
possible to help these Americans. Let’s 
just pass a bill to eliminate the tax. 
Stop using this tax relief bill to raise 
taxes by over $50 billion. 

Just as disappointing as the tax in-
creases included in the bill is tax relief 
that is not included in this bill, and I 
am talking about a particular loophole 
in the tax law. I am dismayed that an 
extension of the sales tax deduction is 
not in this bill, the sales tax deduction 
for those States that do not have a 
State income tax. It is a matter of fair-
ness. The AMT fix is for 1 year. I think 
it is only a matter of fairness to extend 
the sales tax deduction for those States 
who don’t have a State income tax for 
1 year. 

I attempted to offer an amendment 
in the Rules Committee last night, to 
allow me to offer an amendment to 
close this loophole or adjust this loop-
hole on the floor today to extend the 
sales tax deduction again to those 
States that don’t have State income 
taxes. 

b 1115 

It was defeated unfortunately on a 
party-line vote of 2–8 with every Demo-
crat voting to block allowing this 
amendment to be made in order, in-
cluding two Members from Florida, 
which is one of the eight States af-
fected by this legislation. 

But there is another way, Madam 
Speaker, and the House will vote today 
on extending the sales tax deduction so 
it doesn’t expire at the end of the year. 
If you are from Washington, Florida, 
Texas, Tennessee, Nevada, Wyoming, 
South Dakota and Alaska, join me in 
voting ‘‘no’’ on the previous question. 

I will then amend the rule so we can 
vote to extend the deduction and mod-
ify this loophole that I was talking 
about and ensure that our constituents 
in States that do not have a State in-
come tax are treated fairly. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to inquire how much time 
remains on either side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 221⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I would like to yield 21⁄4 min-
utes to Mr. COSTA from California, who 
has been a champion of the PAYGO 
rules and fiscal responsibility since the 
day he walked into these hallowed 
Halls. 

Mr. COSTA. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CARDOZA) for yielding me this time to 
speak in support of this rule. 

What we are really talking about this 
morning is do we choose the easy road 
of least resistance to provide tax relief 
with the alternative minimum tax or 
do we choose the more difficult road 
that requires fiscal discipline, that re-
quires us to be honest with the Amer-
ican taxpayers as to how we are plot-
ting our fiscal priorities for our Nation 
today, tomorrow and for future genera-
tions. 

We are debating the Alternative Min-
imum Tax Relief Act of 2007. It is im-
portant tax relief for millions of Amer-

icans. I support this legislation as it 
stands now. It is actually the second 
time in recent months that the House 
will send a paid-for alternative min-
imum tax relief to the Senate. It is im-
portant that we do this. 

According to Secretary Paulson and 
the Department of the Treasury, unless 
we fix the AMT, 25 million taxpayers 
will be subject to it in 2007. That is 21 
million more Americans than in 2006. 

However, it is important, I believe, 
and I think many of those in the Blue 
Dog Caucus feel as well, that we pay as 
we go, that we provide the PAYGO pro-
vision that has been in every measure 
that has passed this House since Janu-
ary of this year. 

PAYGO was implemented by the 
Democratic Congress actually back in 
1990. It was signed into law by the elder 
President George Bush, and it was part 
of the rules of the Congress for 11 
years. It was a tool that we put in 
place to rein in deficits that the Fed-
eral Government had experienced since 
the early 1970s. 

This Congress pledged to reenact 
that pledge to the American people, to 
bring our House back in fiscal order. 
We have kept that promise since Janu-
ary of this year. Every single bill that 
we have voted on has complied with 
the PAYGO rule. 

It is important that we note that our 
current debt is $9 trillion. Enough is 
enough. Much of that debt is owed by 
foreign nations. We can pass today the 
Alternative Minimum Tax Act by not 
borrowing money from China because 
of this PAYGO provision. I want to 
thank the leadership of this House for 
sticking with PAYGO. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this measure, the 
rule and the underlying bill. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague from 
California for his eloquent comments 
and say I agree with him whole-
heartedly. 

Madam Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I listen to my friend from Washington 
repeating the same lame line from the 
talking points of my Republican 
friends. 

They knew this was coming. Yes, 
President Clinton vetoed a flawed tax 
measure back in the previous adminis-
tration. What have they been doing for 
the last 6 years when they controlled 
everything? 

They decided not to deal with the al-
ternative minimum tax. They made a 
cynical decision to cut taxes for those 
who are the most fortunate in this 
country and be able to use this money 
in the budget calculations to be able to 
justify these massive tax reductions. 
They spent this money and they count 
on spending this money for years to 
come. It is in President Bush’s budget. 
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We reject that cynical effort. We im-

plored them time and time again when 
they were having their tax reductions 
to deal with the alternative minimum 
tax, this fiscal tsunami that is going to 
sweep away middle and upper middle- 
income Americans. They refused. They 
bet on the other side. 

Now we are coming forward not with 
a tax increase but with a tax adjust-
ment. The Federal Government will get 
the same amount of money; it is who 
are you going to benefit. We are going 
to save 23 million Americans from pay-
ing the alternative minimum tax, mak-
ing some reasonable tax adjustments 
and not putting the cost of this patch 
on the credit card of our children. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself 2 min-
utes. 

I appreciate my friend from Oregon 
making his remarks. I am glad he ac-
knowledges that President Clinton ve-
toed the permanent tax relief from the 
AMT. Let me make my points, and 
then I will be happy to yield. 

Ever since that time, I might point 
out to my colleague, there has been a 
1-year fix. We know that issue is com-
ing. We know that this issue is coming 
and it needs to be resolved. It hasn’t 
been resolved, and we know that it 
won’t be resolved by raising taxes on 
other people. 

I know my friends on the other side 
of the aisle can say no, these are ad-
justments. If they are adjustments, I 
hope they will acknowledge with me 
that what I am trying to do on the pre-
vious question is to make an adjust-
ment for those States, for the people in 
States that don’t have a State sales 
tax, to make that adjustment so they 
can have fairness across the board of 
being able to deduct sales tax from 
their Federal income tax. I will be 
making that motion, Madam Speaker, 
on the previous question. 

I am happy to yield to my friend. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. I thank the gen-

tleman. 
I appreciate we are sort of finalizing 

history here, and I appreciate your re-
ferring to that past. 

But is it not true that for the last 6 
years when you were in control, you 
made a decision to have other tax cuts 
that were financed in part by the as-
sumption that we are going to collect 
this AMT? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. No. 
Reclaiming my time, the gentleman is 
not correct on that, because in all of 
the budgets that we put together, there 
was never a provision that said that 
this income was something that we 
would use. 

That is, by the way, in your budget. 
You do it with a mechanism called the 
reserve fund which says you have to 
offset. 

But I will say this, and I will talk 
about economic policy and tax policy. 
Because of the tax policies we have put 
in place with the tax cuts in 2001 and 
2003, we have seen an extraordinarily 
strong economy in this country. I 

think that is pretty hard to refute, and 
so I just want to point that out to my 
friend. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all Members to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. My good friend 
from Washington talked past the point. 
Those budgets assumed the alternative 
minimum tax. President Bush’s budget 
assumes the alternative minimum tax. 
And I want to make clear that this is 
something that we are simply not 
going to do. We do not want to con-
tinue their practice of assuming this 
tax to be able to finance other prior-
ities. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. COOPER), a former co-
chair of the Blue Dog Coalition and a 
great Member of this House who is 
committed to fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. COOPER. Madam Speaker, there 
is no reason to make this debate more 
complicated than it is. It all revolves 
around a very simple but vitally impor-
tant principle: whether the United 
States Government pays its bills. We 
think that it should. The principle is 
called PAYGO, pay-as-you-go. I am 
thankful that 31 Blue Dogs have signed 
a letter that said they will not vote for 
anything that means the free lunch 
mentality of the past. I am thankful 
that so many of our progressive friends 
across the caucus have similarly strong 
feelings. And I am thankful that our 
Democratic leadership has put in 
PAYGO, what Alan Greenspan said was 
the single most important domestic re-
form we can take. 

Let’s stand for fiscal responsibility in 
this House. America must pay its bills. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BOYD), the Chair of the Blue Dog 
Coalition and someone for the last 11 
years who has fought hard on this par-
ticular issue to bring fiscal sanity back 
to our country. 

Mr. BOYD of Florida. Madam Speak-
er, I thank my friend, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CARDOZA) for lead-
ing this debate. 

Let’s be very clear. I think it is well 
understood by the country, the fiscal 
recklessness of the period, the 6-year 
period from January 2001 to January 
2007, a recklessness which included 
record spending levels at the same 
time revenues were being reduced to a 
level that created record deficits dur-
ing that period of time which are going 
to have a serious negative effect on the 
future of this country, the economy, 
the kind of life that our children and 
grandchildren will see if we don’t get 
under control this recklessness that 
has been demonstrated over the last 6 

years since the 2000 Presidential elec-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, you have to fix 
those problems by, first of all, believ-
ing in some principles. And the prin-
ciple that we believe in is if you are 
going to have a program, you ought to 
be able to pay for it. We all understand 
the serious consequences of the AMT 
and we want to fix it, but many of us 
believe if you are going to fix it, you 
are going to do it in a revenue-neutral 
way. That is the difference between 
this leadership and the previous 6 
years’ leadership, which says just damn 
the port, torpedoes, full steam ahead; 
tax cuts and increased spending, it 
doesn’t make any difference, as long as 
everybody is happy at the moment. Our 
children and grandchildren are the 
ones who are going to pay that bill in 
the end. 

And I want to thank Speaker NANCY 
PELOSI and the majority leader, STENY 
HOYER, for standing tall with us on this 
principle of PAYGO and this particular 
vote on the AMT as we send another 
AMT, paid-for AMT to the Senate. It is 
a very critical time in the future of 
this country and how we are going to 
handle our fiscal responsibility. 

Again, I want to thank our leader, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CARDOZA) and the Speaker of the 
House. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SESSIONS), a member of the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Pasco, 
Washington. 

Madam Speaker, we are sitting here 
watching our good friends on the other 
side talk about all this great work that 
they have done, how fiscal responsi-
bility is so important and all these 
problems with the country, and yet we 
are sitting here in the middle of De-
cember with 10 out of the 11 spending 
bills not even done because the Demo-
crat majority is interested in spending 
record levels of money, more and more 
and more money and talking about tax 
increases, taxes that continue and keep 
going. 

b 1130 

And yet they want to stand up and 
eat both sides of that cake and talk 
about fiscal responsibility and how 
NANCY PELOSI, as our Speaker, has 
done such a great job. 

Well, Madam Speaker, I would like to 
encourage my friends to go home 
maybe on a weekend sometime and 
talk to people and find out how well 
we’re doing. How well we’re doing is 
not yet well understood by the Amer-
ican people because we’re up here and 
can’t even get our work done, and yet 
we’re up here crowing, trying to take 
credit for all this great work that has 
been done, and none of it is passed, not 
even a negotiation with the President 
and the White House. No negotiation; 
bills that show up, 1,700 pages worth of 
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a bill last week that we were given 20 
minutes before the Rules Committee 
went in. 

We find out all sorts of earmarks, bil-
lions of dollars worth of earmarks, and 
then we have people that come down 
here and start crowing about fiscal re-
sponsibility. That’s malarkey. That is 
ridiculous. We’re trying to get our 
work done, and we’re over here stand-
ing up acting like we’ve just won the 
race. 

The American people know the dif-
ference. The Republican Party is here 
to say we’re going to try and get our 
work done, and we’re here to show up 
and to try and do that work. We’re 
waiting for those other 10 out of the 11 
bills to come to the floor. We’re wait-
ing to be able to see those bills so that 
we can know what’s in the bills. And 
then one side stands up and talks about 
fiscal responsibility. Absolutely ridicu-
lous. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman who just spoke talks about 
malarkey. I would say that his side of 
the aisle should know about malarkey 
after they raised the Federal deficit 
over $4 trillion in the last 6 years. 

I would now like to yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
HARMAN), a member of the Blue Dog 
Coalition and an absolute fighter on 
behalf of fiscal responsibility in this 
House. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Speaker, as 
the only grandmother Blue Dog, I rise 
in support of this rule and the under-
lying bill. I strongly support AMT re-
lief for 55,000 taxpayers in my congres-
sional district, and 23 million Ameri-
cans nationwide. But there is a right 
way and a wrong way to do it. Simply 
providing relief to this generation 
while raising taxes on future genera-
tions is the wrong way. 

Put another way, the $50 billion price 
tag for this AMT vote can either be 
paid for responsibly, or we can send the 
bill to our children and grandchildren. 

In my seven terms in Congress, I 
have always supported fiscal responsi-
bility and have made scores of votes 
that are faithful to that principle. 
Among them was a career-risking vote 
in 1993 for the Clinton budget; my vote 
in 1994 to cut $100 billion from Federal 
spending; my vote in 1997 for a bal-
anced budget; my vote against the 
Bush tax package which provided un-
necessary relief for the top tax brack-
ets; and now these AMT votes. 

Madam Speaker, I dedicate my vote 
today to my first grandchild, Lucy, and 
to her brother and cousin, who will be 
born early next year. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, how much time re-
mains on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 21 min-
utes. The gentleman from California 
has 141⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
as much time as he may consume to 
the distinguished ranking member of 

the Rules Committee, Mr. DREIER from 
California. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I just 
don’t get it. I just can’t figure this 
thing out. Under the Democrats’ logic, 
they’re saying that we have to increase 
taxes to avoid a tax increase. We have 
to increase taxes to avoid a tax in-
crease. That’s what the fiscally respon-
sible thing is for us to do. 

Madam Speaker, last Saturday morn-
ing I had the privilege of riding in the 
Glendora Christmas parade. Glendora, 
California, beautiful, ‘‘pride of the 
foothills’’ they call this city. As I ar-
rived, I happened to run into a guy 
called Marshall Mouw, who is a former 
city council member in that great city. 
He worked for the U.S. Postal Service 
for many years. The first thing he said 
when he looked at me is, what are you 
going to do to make sure that we’re 
not victimized by the alternative min-
imum tax? And I told him, we have 
tried time and time again to do at least 
what’s called a 1-year patch, a 1-year 
patch, which would ensure that 23 mil-
lion Americans aren’t going to be sad-
dled with this unfair tax. And person-
ally, I would like to flat out repeal 
completely the alternative minimum 
tax. 

Now, let’s remember what the alter-
native minimum tax is. Back in 1969, 
the Democratic Congress found that 
there were 155 Americans who were 
millionaires, and they weren’t paying 
their fair share of taxes. They, of 
course, were doing things legally. They 
had all kinds of investments. They 
were creating jobs. But they weren’t 
paying their fair share of taxes, so- 
called. And so the alternative min-
imum tax was put into place to go 
after those 155 Americans who many 
believed were cheating somehow and 
not paying their fair share. 

What has happened? Well, due to 
bracket creep, we now see 23 million 
Americans. I would like to describe 
this, Madam Speaker, as unintended 
consequences. It’s one of the things 
that we often don’t think about in this 
institution when we try to pass sweep-
ing legislation, well-intentioned but 
sweeping legislation. And that’s one of 
the reasons that the framers of our 
Constitution, James Madison espe-
cially, wanted the process of law-mak-
ing to be very, very hard; very, very 
difficult. 

I see my friend, the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations here, Mr. OBEY, and I will say 
that it’s very clear that Madison’s vi-
sion, I guess, is working now, when you 
look at how hard it is for us to get our 
work done, how hard it is for us to get 
through this appropriations process. 
I’m very, very relieved that many of 
the things that this new majority 
would like to put through, which I be-
lieve in many ways undermine what 
the American people want, like putting 
into place a massive tax increase to 

avoid a tax increase, can’t happen, and 
they’re not going to happen. 

As the distinguished ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, Mr. MCCRERY, said yester-
day, all we need to do is take the last 
debate that we had on AMT, paste that 
thing in, and then we’ll see exactly 
what happens. 

We know that our colleagues on the 
other side of the Capitol are not going 
to accept this. And so what we need to 
do if we in fact are going to ensure that 
the American people are going to get 
that much needed relief from the alter-
native minimum tax, it’s very impor-
tant for us to do everything that we 
can to try and come to an agreement 
as quickly as possible. We know what 
that agreement is. We know what we’re 
going to agree to. We’re going to agree 
to what we’ve done in the past, a 1-year 
patch to ensure that these 23 million 
Americans don’t get this massive tax 
increase. 

Madam Speaker, as I listened to my 
colleague, I was just told by one of our 
staff members that they’ve been talk-
ing about how horrible the last 6 years 
have been, how awful the last 6 years 
have been. I would like to remind our 
colleagues of the fact that we got a re-
port 2 weeks ago of the third quarter 
gross domestic product growth rate 
that we’ve had in this country. It’s 4.9 
percent. I would like to remind our col-
leagues who continue to wring their 
hands over the deficit, yes, I’d like to 
see the deficit lower, but as a percent-
age of our gross domestic product, the 
deficit today is $81 billion lower than 
had been projected in February of this 
year, putting it at $164 billion. 

Now, people don’t often think about 
the fact that the United States of 
America has a $13.3 trillion economy, 
clearly the strongest, most dynamic 
economy that the world has ever 
known. 

Do we have problems? Of course we 
do. I mentioned at the outset one of 
the communities I represent in South-
ern California, the subprime issue is 
something with which we’re trying to 
contend and to work through. If you 
look at the value of the currency, if 
you look at lots of other issues out 
there, we do have problems. But this 
notion of claiming that the last 6 years 
have been a living hell for all Ameri-
cans is preposterous. 

What we need to do is we need to 
make sure that we do everything that 
we possibly can to rein in wasteful Fed-
eral spending, make sure that we pur-
sue opportunities to open up markets 
around the world for U.S. workers to be 
able to export into those markets, and 
we need to make sure that we continue 
cutting taxes so that we can see the 
kind of economic growth that we’ve 
been enjoying in the past. That’s why 
it’s silly for us to be sitting around 
wasting our time, wasting our time 
doing exactly what we did last week on 
this so-called alternative minimum tax 
when we know exactly what is going to 
happen here. 
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At the end of the day, we’re going to 

have, Madam Speaker, a 1-year patch 
to ensure that 23 million Americans 
don’t face a massive tax increase. Let’s 
reject this crazy notion that we’ve got 
before us and move ahead with what we 
know can be agreed to in a bipartisan 
way. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I would like to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and an abso-
lute champion on this issue, Mr. OBEY. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, I would 
just like to respond briefly to some of 
the assertions made a few minutes ago 
under which the Clinton administra-
tion was attacked for supposedly not 
correcting the alternative minimum 
tax problem. 

I want to read from the administra-
tion’s statement when the President 
vetoed the budget reconciliation bill, 
which contained the so-called AMT fix. 
The President pointed out at the time 
that in addition to supposedly dealing 
with the alternative minimum tax, 
that that bill would have cut Medicare 
by $270 billion, it would have cut Fed-
eral Medicaid payments to States by 
$163 billion, it would have virtually 
eliminated the direct student loan pro-
gram, it would have provided huge tax 
cuts, over 47 percent of the benefits 
would have gone to the top 12 percent 
of earners in the country. I think 
that’s enough said. 

If you want to understand why the 
Clinton administration vetoed the bill, 
it was not because they were against 
an alternative minimum tax fix. In 
fact, the President specifically sup-
ported it in his comments. What he ob-
jected to was using the alternative 
minimum tax proposal as a Trojan 
horse to bring in huge gifts for the 
most well off people in this society 
paid for by huge funding cuts for those 
in our society who were the most vul-
nerable. The President didn’t apologize 
for his action at the time, and we 
shouldn’t, either. It was the right thing 
to do. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself 2 minutes, Madam Speak-
er. 

Madam Speaker, I have a great deal 
of respect for the previous speaker, the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. He has always been one that 
believes that this House ought to do 
their work, and he has worked extraor-
dinarily hard to make sure that this 
House does their work on the appro-
priation process. 

But I find it ironic that in the gentle-
man’s remarks talking about what 
happened with a bill that President 
Clinton vetoed is because, at least the 
inference is there’s a lot of extraneous 
stuff on that bill. 

My goodness, how history repeats 
itself, because here we are in the clos-
ing days of the first session of this 
110th Congress, and what are we con-
templating? There are so many rumors 
around here about an omnibus bill. And 

we know what omnibus bills are. There 
are so many things that are stuck in 
there to extract votes, generally they 
come out after the fact, embarrasses 
the institution, and yet we seem to be 
going down exactly the same path. 

I appreciate the gentleman for ac-
knowledging that President Clinton did 
veto a permanent repeal of the AMT, 
which was simply the point that I 
made in the outset of my remarks. 

But I would just say, Madam Speak-
er, it seems to me we’re going, that 
there will be a speech maybe later on 
this week, probably next week, about 
everything put into one package. And 
maybe we should take my friend from 
Wisconsin’s remarks and just repeat 
them again, because history does re-
peat itself. 

With that, I will reserve my time. 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, at 

this time I would like to inquire how 
much time either side has remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 121⁄2 min-
utes. The gentleman from Washington 
has 13 minutes. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I would like to yield 11⁄2 min-
utes to my friend, the gentlelady from 
Connecticut, Ms. ROSA DELAURO. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in strong support of the rule 
we are considering and the bill, the 
AMT relief bill. 

Last month, this Congress stepped 
up. We passed responsible legislation 
providing millions of hardworking mid-
dle-class families with the tax cuts 
they need and they deserve. And we’re 
back today, working once again to pro-
tect over 23 million middle-class fami-
lies from the encroaching alternative 
minimum tax. 

In my home State, Connecticut, fail-
ing to act on the AMT would mean new 
taxes on 358,842 households, including 
almost 67,000 in my district. This is 
must-pass legislation for our families 
and for our changing economy. 

I commend Chairman RANGEL for 
leading the way for providing relief in 
a way that allows us to get our fiscal 
house in order by sticking to the 
PAYGO rules that this Congress adopt-
ed. 

b 1145 
This legislation also includes a long 

overdue expansion of the child tax 
credit. Last year, because of the way 
the laws were written, 7 million chil-
dren, most of them infants and tod-
dlers, in working families across the 
country remained ineligible for even a 
partial credit. 

This year we do better. We return to 
the original intent of the child tax 
credit. By lowering the earnings 
threshold to $8,500, we will capture ad-
ditional millions of children who will 
be eligible for the tax credit, and the 
families of 10 million others will re-
ceive larger refunds. 

With this bill, we have an oppor-
tunity to help these kids. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for this rule and to 
pass this legislation. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I’m pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON). 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, you know, we’ve had probably 
close to 1,100 votes this session. We’ve 
been here since January. In fact, Janu-
ary we had more work scheduled than 
I’ve seen in a long, long time because 
January is usually a light month. But 
we had all those votes, and here we are 
with just a few days left in this session 
and we haven’t done a darn thing. 

In my opinion, the accomplishments 
of this Congress under the Democrat 
leadership has been a big zero. The ap-
propriation bills that the President 
wanted to sign and get through this 
process have not been given to him, 
and now you’re going to come up with 
an omnibus spending bill right here at 
the end with a lot of pork in it that no-
body knows what’s in it, and you’re 
going to present that to the American 
people as a job well done. 

Well, it is not a job well done. That 
omnibus spending bill, if it has all that 
pork in it that we’ve heard of, the 
President’s likely to veto, and then 
we’re going to have to come back with 
a continuing resolution to get us 
through the end of the year into the 
middle of January. 

So I’d just like to say to my col-
leagues, whom I respect a great deal, 
the promises that you made at the be-
ginning of the year when you took 
charge of this House have not been 
met. We have not gotten anything done 
of substance, and we’re going to leave 
here with an omnibus spending bill 
that may or may not be vetoed, and the 
American people are going to wonder 
what in the world’s in that bill. 

So I’d just like to say to my col-
leagues, I’d like to say a job well done, 
but I can’t. It’s been a total zero this 
year. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will again remind Members to 
address their comments to the Chair. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
have the distinct honor to yield 1 
minute to a member of the Rules Com-
mittee and a member of the Blue Dog 
Coalition, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ARCURI). 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my friend and colleague for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I stand today in 
strong support of this rule, a rule that 
supports a very important bill, a fix for 
the AMT, that does it in a way that is 
fiscally responsible, which is extremely 
important. 

When I look at the things that this 
House has done this year, things like 
appropriating money so that student 
loans are increased, Pell Grants are in-
creased so that our children who go to 
college leave college with less debt, 
less saddled for the future; when I 
think of the sacrifices that parents 
make so that they can help their chil-
dren through college, so that when 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:29 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12DE7.029 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15332 December 12, 2007 
their children finish college they’re not 
saddled with debt; those are the kind of 
considerations that we need to take 
into consideration today in fixing the 
AMT so that we don’t saddle our chil-
dren with incredible debt in the future, 
that we fix the AMT and we do it in a 
responsible way. 

So I am proud to support this rule. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I re-

serve my time, Madam Speaker. 
Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas, a member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the Budget Com-
mittee, a distinguished member of this 
body, Mr. DOGGETT. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Responsible, pay-as-you-go govern-
ment is a significant part of the new 
direction to which this Congress com-
mitted our country last January. Now 
is hardly the time to abandon that im-
portant commitment. 

For 7 years, spend-and-borrow Repub-
licans have seldom met a problem in 
this country that they didn’t address 
by borrowing more money and incur-
ring more public debt. Now, when 
America faces a credit crunch, they say 
‘‘get more credit.’’ They insist on bor-
rowing even more money to finance an-
other tax cut. 

Admittedly, under Republican rule, 
the AMT, the Alternative Minimum 
Tax, turned into the ‘‘Aggressive Mid-
dle-income Tax.’’ Republicans were so 
busy treating the Federal Treasury 
like an ATM to finance tax cuts for the 
wealthy few that they largely forgot 
about the need to permanently fix the 
AMT affecting the middle class. 

We need that permanent fix that 
President Bush continues to refuse to 
support, but correcting and reducing 
the AMT can be accomplished in a fis-
cally responsible manner. We Demo-
crats understand that discipline is re-
quired for fiscal responsibility. You 
simply cannot make a mountain of 
debt disappear, say, the way they 
erased the CIA torture video. 

This bill pays for the AMT fix in part 
by adopting most of the Abusive Tax 
Shelter Shutdown Act that I first au-
thored in June of 1999, but which year 
after year House Republicans have 
blocked. Indeed, they blocked it even 
after Senate Republicans approved the 
measure. 

Today, we can stop corporate tax 
dodgers from shifting the tax burden to 
middle-class families, ensuring both 
tax fairness and fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, how 
much time do we have available to us? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CARDOZA) 
has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Arizona (Ms. GIFFORDS). 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of this rule and to 
support fixing the Alternative Min-
imum Tax. 

In my southern Arizona district, over 
40,000 families are going to be directly 

impacted if Congress and our President 
do not take action. 

The AMT was never intended to im-
pact middle-class families. That is why 
we must fix this tax and allow families 
instead to make decisions about invest-
ing into their futures. 

This is a critical, critical priority. As 
a Blue Dog Member, I’m pleased that 
this bill also respects what Americans 
respect, what Arizonans respect, which 
is fiscal accountability. And that is 
why this bill is offset by closing a tax 
loophole. 

Congress has to play by the same 
rules that our families in America play 
by, balancing budgets and being fis-
cally responsible. This is a priority 
that we’re going to continue to push 
and push and push. 

Today, we’re standing strong for tax 
policies that help middle-class fami-
lies, the backbone of America, and I 
urge Members to support the rule and 
support fixing the AMT. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee, a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, a founding member 
of the Blue Dog Coalition and absolute 
champion on the issue of fiscal respon-
sibility and making sure that this 
House returns to fiscal sanity, Mr. 
TANNER. 

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, this 
rule embodies a fundamental principle 
of responsible stewardship of this coun-
try, and that is to live within our 
means and pay our bills. 

There are some folks around here 
who apparently don’t believe the laws 
of arithmetic apply past the steps of 
the Capitol or the front door of the 
White House. Well, they do. And 
there’s some who’ve said deficits don’t 
matter. Well, if that was true, we’d 
just borrow what we need to get along 
and forget about it, not have any Tax 
Code at all. Everybody knows that that 
is ludicrous. 

What we have witnessed over the last 
72 months is something that has not 
occurred in the history of this country 
since 1776, and that is the willful and 
knowing plunge into debt by our con-
tinued refusal to pay our bills. 

When they say we can pass the AMT 
fix and we don’t have to pay for it be-
cause it was never intended on these 
folks, and therefore, it doesn’t exist, if 
I said that in Tennessee, they would 
say that fellow’s been in Washington 
too long; we’ve got to get him home. 
That is absurd. 

The arguments to justify borrowing 
more money right now for all future 
generations plus us, to me, are the 
worst of political rhetoric. 

Somebody’s going to pay this bill. We 
have asked the CBO, and they say if we 
don’t pay for it, instead of $50 billion, 
with the interest carry, it will be $80 
billion. And so it’s not unlike a credit 
card, and we have a Nation’s credit 
card here. 

I think we are looking at warning 
signs all over the world. When people 
begin to talk about the dollar, when 
the dollar has fallen to where it is, to 
when people say maybe the euro is a 
better alternative for us right now 
than the dollar, these are warning 
signs that this country cannot and 
must not continue down this fiscal 
path. 

All of us took an oath to uphold the 
Constitution against all enemies, for-
eign and domestic. I think there’s fi-
nancial vulnerability that has been 
created and in a way that has never 
been done before. 

Go to the U.S. Treasury Web site. 
This administration and this Congress 
over the last 6 years, before last year 
when we started trying to pay the bills, 
borrowed more money from foreign 
sources than all 42 administrations be-
fore it put together. That’s not a polit-
ical argument; that was the numbers. 
And the more we do, the more the in-
terest is. We have transferred over $700 
billion in interest payments to people 
around the world. This year we have 
removed, basically from the tax base 
that we had in the summer of 2001, $131 
billion, by CBO’s calculations, every 
year. 

When we don’t pay the bills when we 
pass these measures, when we don’t 
pay for them, what we are basically 
doing is enacting a tax on the Amer-
ican people in the form of interest pay-
ments that cannot be repealed. That is 
wrong. It is, I think, a violation of our 
oath of office to continue to argue that 
we can pass bills without paying for 
them. 

I thank Mr. CARDOZA and the Rules 
Committee for bringing another bill 
here, and I hope our colleagues here in 
the House and the Senate will under-
stand what we’re trying to say. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I’m pleased to yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, you know, I find this whole 
debate rather perplexing. What the ma-
jority party is saying is that in order 
to leave people’s taxes the same, in 
order to leave them where they are 
now, they have to raise taxes on some-
body else. They have to pay for leaving 
your taxes alone by raising taxes on 
somebody else. Now, that’s just warped 
logic. But let’s just accept that warped 
logic for a minute and let’s say that 
somehow leaving taxes alone required 
being paid for. 

What about reducing spending to pay 
for it? Where in this rule is the ability 
to have an amendment to do that? 
What about reducing spending instead 
of raising taxes? 

Now, later this week, we are likely to 
see a gigantic budget bill that will 
spend $50 billion more than last year. 
Where is the pay-for for that? Now, 
that’s pretty clear. If you spend $50 bil-
lion, nearly $50 billion more than last 
year, that’s a clear increase in spend-
ing for which you would think someone 
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would want to pay for it. But instead, 
here you’re going to leave people’s 
taxes alone, the same as last year, and 
somehow that’s a tax cut that has to be 
paid for? The logic is so distorted here, 
and the rationale is so distorted. 

Let’s go ahead and spend all this 
extra money and not pay for it. You 
know that if you held the line on 
spending and didn’t increase that 
spending this year and you looked at 
what that did over a 10-year period, 
you could almost pay for repealing the 
alternative minimum tax completely. 

b 1200 

But, no, that is not what the major-
ity party is doing. That is not what 
this rule talks about. That is not what 
this rule allows. This rule continues 
this distorted logic that says that 
spending more money is okay and 
doesn’t have to be paid for but leaving 
people’s taxes alone is not okay. 

This rule and this proposal should 
both lose. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire from the gentleman 
from Washington if he has any remain-
ing speakers. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no more requests for 
time and I am prepared to close if the 
gentleman from California is prepared 
to close. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
the last speaker on my side and so I 
would like to yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s put this thing in 
perspective. This Democrat tax plan es-
sentially allows the State sales tax de-
duction for those States that don’t 
have a State income tax to expire. 

Residents of States with no income 
tax deserve to be allowed to deduct 
their State sales tax from their Federal 
income tax bill. To me, Mr. Speaker, 
it’s a matter of fairness, which is why 
the Republican Congress acted in 2004 
to restore the State and local sales tax 
deduction. This law provided tax fair-
ness to Washingtonians and those who 
live in other non-income tax States for 
the first time in nearly 20 years. 

Now, this deduction, Mr. Speaker, ex-
pires in just days, at the end of this 
year. But this House will have the 
chance to vote today, Mr. Speaker, to 
extend the State sales tax deduction by 
joining me in voting ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question. I will then amend the 
rule to allow an amendment to be of-
fered on the underlying bill to extend 
the State and local sales tax deduction 
for 1 year, just for 1 year, as a matter 
of fairness. 

To all the Members from Wash-
ington, Florida, Texas, Tennessee, Ne-
vada, Wyoming, South Dakota and 
Alaska, vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question so that we can give State 
sales tax deduction fairness for our 
constituents. This is a bipartisan issue, 
and we can achieve an extension today 

with a bipartisan vote against the pre-
vious question. Our constituents de-
serve fair treatment; so let’s give this 
to them. The underlying bill that this 
rule makes in order is going to raise 
taxes by $50 billion. The very least we 
can do is to extend the sales tax deduc-
tion out of fairness. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me be very 
clear because there has been a great 
deal of discussion on the floor today 
about PAYGO. I think PAYGO has a 
lot of merit. I happen to disagree as it 
relates to this particular tax plan in 
the underlying bill, but there has been 
a great deal of discussion about 
PAYGO. So let me make perfectly 
clear this previous question vote does 
not waive the PAYGO rule. If the pre-
vious question is defeated and my 
amendment is made in order, the 
PAYGO rule is not waived. If a Member 
then wants to raise, when the issue is 
on the floor, a point of order against 
that amendment, they are perfectly 
able to do that. So my amendment does 
not waive the PAYGO rule. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to insert the text of the 
amendment and extraneous material in 
the RECORD prior to the vote on the 
previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SERRANO). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wash-
ington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans have said that this bill raises 
taxes, but that’s far from the truth. 
Let me again, as I did in my opening, 
set the record straight. This bill closes 
tax loopholes that allow a privileged 
few on Wall Street to pay a lower tax 
rate on their income than the average 
hardworking American does on their 
income. That includes school teachers, 
police officers, firefighters, our Na-
tion’s veterans, and, frankly, even us 
privileged that are able to serve here as 
Members of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans need to 
make a choice today. Are they going to 
stand with tax cheats and hedge fund 
managers, or are they going to stand 
with the 23 million hardworking Amer-
icans who will be affected by this pol-
icy? 

Mr. Speaker, the House of Represent-
atives is united in our commitment to 
fiscal discipline and ensuring that gov-
ernment lives within its means. The 
Democratic Congress pledged to exer-
cise spending restraint and to stop 
shouldering our country’s needs on the 
backs of our children and grand-
children. We strongly urge the other 
body, Democrats and Republicans, to 
have the courage and good sense to 
keep the promise they made to the 
American people to be good stewards of 
their taxpayer dollars. We can’t pick 
and choose when we comply with 
PAYGO rules if we want to reverse the 
irresponsible fiscal policy of the Bush 

administration and the prior Repub-
lican Congresses. 

By restoring budget discipline and 
getting back on the path to budget sur-
pluses, we ensure America is economi-
cally strong and that we are not be-
holden to foreign nations such as 
China, Japan, Iran and Saudi Arabia 
whom we are borrowing this money 
from; that we are protecting our Social 
Security and Medicare programs; and 
that paying down the national debt is 
not a burden that we are going to put 
on the backs of our children and gen-
erations to come. 

With this, Mr. Speaker, I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and a ‘‘yes’’ vote 
on the previous question. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. HASTINGS of Washington is as 
follows: 
AMENDMENTS TO H. RES. 861 OFFERED BY MR. 

HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON 
(1) In section 1, insert ‘‘and any amend-

ment thereto’’ after ‘‘ordered on the bill’’. 
(2) In section 1. strike ‘‘and (2) one motion 

to recommit’’, and insert: 
‘‘(2) the amendment printed in section 3, if 

offered by Representative Hastings of Wash-
ington or his designee, which shall he in 
order without intervention of an point of 
order (except those arising under clause 10 of 
rule XXI) or demand for division of the ques-
tion, shall he considered as read, and shall be 
separately debatable for one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent; and (3) one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions’’. 

(3) At the end of the resolution, add the 
following: 

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 1 is as follows: 

‘‘At the end of the bill add the following 
new section: 
SEC. . DEDUCTION FOR STATE AND LOCAL 

SALES TAXES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (I) of sec-

tion 164(b)(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2008’’ 
and inserting January 1, 2009’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply, to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2007.’’ 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
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the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information form 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4299, TERRORISM RISK 
INSURANCE PROGRAM REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2007 
Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 862 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 862 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 

the House the bill (H.R. 4299) to extend the 
Terrorism Insurance Program of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except those aris-
ing under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The bill 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions of the bill are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill to final passage 
without intervening motion except: (1) one 
hour of debate equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Financial Services; 
and (2) one motion to recommit. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 4299 
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding 
the operation of the previous question, the 
Chair may postpone further consideration of 
the bill to such time as may be designated by 
the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). All time 
yielded during consideration of the rule 
is for debate only. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. I also ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
be given 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
House Resolution 862. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, House 

Resolution 862 provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 4299, the Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Program Reauthorization 
Act of 2007. The rule waives all points 
of order against consideration of H.R. 
4299 except those arising under clause 9 
and clause 10 of rule XXI. The rule pro-
vides 1 hour of general debate con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

Mr. Speaker, I will make my remarks 
brief. We have debated the substance of 
this bill before, and the House passed a 
similar version in September with the 
support of 312 Members of this body. 
The measure we will consider today 
contains many needed revisions to the 
terrorism risk insurance program to 
ensure our national and economic secu-
rity. 

The terrorism risk insurance pro-
gram was originally enacted as a short- 
term backstop for an insurance indus-
try hard hit by the terrorist attacks 
that occurred on September 11 of 2001. 
In the years since, we have seen that 
the private insurance market is unable 
to cover the risk of both domestic and 
foreign acts of terrorism without as-
sistance. 

Experience has shown that there is a 
true need for government involvement 
in terrorism insurance. The exposure 
for private companies is just too great. 
In the wake of September 11, 2001, 
many companies opted to exclude ter-
rorism risks from private insurance 
policies, leaving no coverage in the 
event of another attack. TRIA requires 

primary insurers to make terrorism in-
surance available to commercial cli-
ents that wish to purchase it while at 
the same time helping those insurers 
manage their exposure to risk of loss. 

The legislation this rule provides for 
consideration of would extend TRIA for 
7 more years. This is a shorter exten-
sion than the 15-year extension that 
the House originally passed but still 
far longer than the 2-year extension 
that was enacted in 2005. A 7-year ex-
tension will provide greater certainty 
and stability to the insurance and real 
estate markets than presently exists, 
and that is good for business. 

The legislation would also make sev-
eral other critical changes to the ter-
rorism risk insurance program. It 
would change the definition of ter-
rorism under TRIA to include domestic 
terrorism and reset the program trig-
ger level, where the government back-
stop kicks in, to $50 million, where it 
was in 2006. It would expand the pro-
gram to provide for group life insur-
ance coverage; would decrease 
deductibles for terrorist attacks cost-
ing over $1 billion; and reduce the trig-
ger level in the years following such an 
attack. 

The TRIA bill which the House ap-
proved in September would have re-
quired insurers to include coverage for 
nuclear, biological, chemical, and radi-
ological attacks in policies they offer. 
However, this provision has been re-
moved from the bill because some in-
surers, particularly the smaller insur-
ers, raised concerns regarding their 
ability to cover the additional risk 
when private reinsurance does not 
exist. 

To address these concerns, the legis-
lation will mandate a study by the 
Government Accountability Office on 
the availability and the affordability of 
private insurance coverage for nuclear, 
biological, chemical, and radiological 
attacks. This provision represents a 
commonsense first step in addressing 
the economic fallout of such an attack. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is crit-
ical in protecting our national and eco-
nomic security in the fight against ter-
rorism. It will also help many of the 
small- and medium-sized insurance 
companies located in my congressional 
district provide coverage in this ever- 
changing 21st century. 

I commend Financial Services Com-
mittee Chairman FRANK and Ranking 
Member BACHUS for their bipartisan ef-
fort to bring this vital, time-sensitive 
piece of legislation to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in opposition to this rule, de-
spite my long-term support for TRIA, 
because passing a bill that has already 
been pronounced dead on arrival in the 
Senate foolishly puts the reauthoriza-
tion of this important program in jeop-
ardy as its expiration date at the end 
of the year draws ever closer because 
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the Democrat House leadership has de-
cided to continue to play political 
games on this issue. 

By engaging in this game of what I 
call ‘‘legislative chicken’’ with the 
Senate, the House is setting itself up 
for potentially allowing this important 
program to expire, an outcome that I 
believe is bad for continued growth of 
the American economy and is an out-
come that I strongly oppose. 

But even if the Senate were somehow 
to miraculously pass this legislation, 
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy regarding this legislation that was 
released by the Office of Management 
and Budget on Tuesday makes it clear 
that President Bush will veto this bill 
in its current form and that any exten-
sion of the TRIA program must be tem-
porary and short term, include no pro-
gram expansion and must increase pri-
vate sector retentions. 

b 1215 

At this time, I will submit a copy of 
the Statement of Administrative Pol-
icy for substantially similar legislation 
explaining the futility of today’s legis-
lative exercise in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, December 11, 2007. 
STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

H.R. 2761—TERRORISM RISK INSURANCE PROGRAM 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2007 

The Administration believes that the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Act (TRIA) should be 
phased out in favor of a private market for 
terrorism insurance. The most efficient, low-
est-cost, and most innovative methods of 
providing terrorism risk insurance will come 
from the private sector. Therefore, the Ad-
ministration has set forth three key ele-
ments for an acceptable extension of TRIA: 
(1) the Program should be temporary and 
short-term; (2) there should be no expansion 
of the Program; and (3) private sector reten-
tions should be increased. 

The Administration continues to believe 
that any TRIA reauthorization should sat-
isfy these three key elements. However, the 
Administration will not oppose the version 
of H.R. 2761 passed by the Senate on Novem-
ber 16, 2007. The Administration strongly op-
poses any amendments that move the Sen-
ate-passed version of the bill away from the 
Administration’s key elements. Accordingly, 
if H.R. 2761 were presented to the President 
in the form to be considered by the House, 
his senior advisors would recommend that he 
veto the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate version of 
this legislation is not perfect. However, 
I do believe that on behalf of terrorism 
insurance policyholders, American 
workers and businesses, the health of 
our insurance marketplace and the 
continued growth of the American 
economy, it is important for the House 
to stop playing games with TRIA and 
to pass a bill that can advance through 
the Senate and be signed into law by 
President Bush. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all of my 
colleagues to reject this exercise in 
legislative futility so that the Rules 
Committee can instead bring to the 
floor a rule that would provide for con-

sideration of the Senate compromise 
bill that the House has already re-
ceived. 

It’s time to stop playing games on 
this important issue and for the major-
ity to finally grow up and lead to pro-
tect the American economy from the 
threat of terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, as a rep-
resentative from New York, I can say 
that there is no nonsense about this. 
This is a critically important piece of 
legislation, something that is nec-
essary not only for New York but for 
the entire country. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York, who has been a champion of this 
legislation, Mr. ACKERMAN. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York. 

I rise in strong support of this rule 
and the underlying legislation, H.R. 
4299, which would extend the Terrorism 
Risk Insurance Act, or TRIA, for 7 
years. 

TRIA is a vital program that has 
made effective terrorism insurance 
coverage available across this Nation 
by creating a Federal backstop to 
share with the insurance industry the 
burdens of losses caused by cata-
strophic acts of terrorism upon our 
country. 

The certainty and stability that 
TRIA has provided over the past 6 
years has allowed large-scale devel-
opers to plan, to secure financing and 
insurance and, ultimately, to build the 
types of multimillion- or multibillion- 
dollar real estate development projects 
in our capitalistic system, projects 
that shape our cities and invigorate 
the American economy. 

With TRIA set to expire at the end of 
the month, I am particularly grateful 
that our leadership and Chairman 
FRANK and our friends on the minority 
side are insisting that Congress renew 
this vital program before we run out of 
time and insurers are forced, in an act 
of self-preservation, to abandon our 
Nation’s largest projects. 

This rule will allow the House to con-
sider legislation to reauthorize TRIA 
for the second time in 3 months. My 
colleagues may recall passing H.R. 
2761, the Terrorism Risk Insurance Re-
vision and Extension Act. H.R. 2761 was 
a triumph for bipartisanship, regular 
order, good-faith bargaining and effec-
tive government. It sought to extend 
TRIA for another 15 years, added group 
life insurance to the program, lowered 
the program trigger, provided for nu-
clear, biological, chemical and radio-
logical, the so-called NBCR coverage. 

And most importantly, Mr. Speaker, 
H.R. 2761 included the so-called ‘‘reset 
mechanism,’’ which, in the wake of a 
catastrophic terrorist attack, lowered 
the nationwide program trigger and de-
creased the deductibles for any insurer 
that paid out losses after an attack on 
our country. This provision was and is 
absolutely critical to meeting the de-

mand for terrorism insurance across 
our Nation, and especially in our high- 
risk areas. 

On September 19, the House over-
whelmingly passed H.R. 2761 with a bi-
partisan vote of 312–110. And with the 
clock ticking toward the program’s ex-
piration date, we waited for the Senate 
to act. And we kept waiting and we 
kept waiting, and we waited some 
more. Then, once the House had ad-
journed for Thanksgiving, and only 
once the House had adjourned for 
Thanksgiving, the Senate quickly 
passed, by unanimous consent, a shell 
of a bill that simply extended the pro-
gram to 7 years, stripping out the key 
provisions that were vital and put in 
there on a bipartisan House-passed bill. 

We believed that we would have had 
the opportunity to negotiate on many 
of the issues in a conference with the 
Senate, but the Senate unacceptably 
and irresponsibly has refused again and 
again to conference with the House on 
the Senate bill, leaving us with few, 
but not zero, options. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule will allow the 
House to consider a compromised bill 
that accepts the Senate’s position on 
the extension period, as well as the 
Senate’s opposition to protecting us 
with NBCR coverage. This com-
promised bill, however, does stand firm 
on the House’s key priorities, the reset 
mechanism, group life insurance, and 
lower program triggers. 

Passage of this rule will allow the 
House to reaffirm its equality in the 
legislative process and reject the Sen-
ate’s take-it-or-leave-it attitude. I urge 
all of our colleagues to support the rule 
and the underlying legislation. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, we urge 
the legislation to be passed, also. And 
that’s why we’re encouraging for the 
House to agree to the Senate version so 
we can get this done before the expira-
tion at the end of the year. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my colleague from the Rules 
Committee, the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. WELCH). 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, I am here to say thank you to the 
good work of the committee, Repub-
licans and Democrats, but also for 
making an adjustment in the bill that 
is going to make a real difference to 
small Vermont insurers. 

This bill calls for a study instead of 
an imposition of an obligation for the 
NBCR. That’s the right thing to do. 
Second, it lowers the trigger when the 
TRIA program will kick in from $100 
million to $50 million. That is enor-
mously helpful to cash-strapped com-
panies that are on the small size. 

So, I thank the chairman, I thank 
the members of the committee, Repub-
lican and Democrat, on behalf of small 
businesses and small insurance compa-
nies. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, the chair-
man of the Committee on Financial 
Services, Mr. FRANK. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, there are times when we will 
have arguments across the aisle. I 
don’t think there is any need for us to 
engage in that now because our dif-
ferences are across the building, not 
across the aisle. 

Let me begin by saying to the gen-
tleman from Texas, we agree, we will 
not let this program die. And as the 
gentleman from Texas knows, he has 
had to sit through this on the Rules 
Committee three times this year, twice 
this past week, because we did origi-
nally think about taking the bill the 
Senate had passed, amending it, and 
sending it back. I am disappointed to 
say that we heard from all points that 
if that happened, the Senate might be 
so unable to function as to kill the pro-
gram. 

The United States Senate has per-
fected something I call ‘‘the strength 
of weakness.’’ They labor to do any-
thing whatsoever, and having done it, 
tell people that if we ask them to 
change one bit of it they will collapse 
in a heap. It’s like the song from ‘‘Mac-
Arthur Park,’’ someone left the bill out 
in the rain, and they won’t be able to 
remake it because they will never have 
the recipe again. That’s what we keep 
hearing. 

But, on the other hand, and here’s 
where I do disagree with my friend 
from Texas, I know we’ve had some dis-
agreements here about the role of pre-
emptive strikes in foreign policy. Here 
our disagreement is on the role of pre-
emptive surrender in interbranch nego-
tiations. 

I agree that if all else fails and the 
Senate does not act on this bill, we will 
have to acquiesce. I regret that. I think 
it would be much less good public pol-
icy than we could do if we had the nor-
mal legislative process. But I have spo-
ken to the Senators from New York. 
They report to me that the Governor of 
New York and the mayor of New York, 
and New York is not the only entity 
covered by this, and indeed, some of 
these things, they’re all universal. But 
people are concerned, and so we have 
reluctantly agreed not to endanger the 
chances of this if the Senate is unable 
to act. 

On the other hand, and here’s where 
I differ, I am unwilling at this point to 
let it end without the Senate once 
again being given a chance to function 
on several issues. The gentleman from 
Vermont just talked about the smaller 
companies. The reduction of the trig-
ger from $100 to $50 million was done 
unanimously, I believe, or overwhelm-
ingly, by our committee at the request 
of small insurance companies who 
wanted to be able to insure. The argu-
ment is, if they do not have the smaller 
trigger, many of them would not feel 
able to bid on insurance for these 
building projects. So, I think that’s im-
portant. 

We had the inclusion of group life in-
surance. I am afraid that in the Senate 
version, this is kind of the analog of 
the old neutron bomb. Remember the 

neutron bomb; it killed people and left 
the buildings standing. The Senate 
would have us have a provision that en-
sures buildings but ignores people. 
Well, people die in these terrorist at-
tacks. We all remember that this Con-
gress, in 2001 or 2002, passed a program 
that cost us billions of dollars to com-
pensate those who lost their lives. Why 
should we not allow that to be done to 
the insurance system? That’s another 
thing we would like to have in there. 

And as part of the life insurance, as 
has been noted by a colleague, there is 
a provision that was not contested in 
our committee that would prevent dis-
crimination against people who are 
traveling to places that some compa-
nies might think inappropriate to trav-
el, particularly Israel. There is a provi-
sion in here that says you’re not going 
to be penalized for, and this was 
brought to our attention by some of 
our colleagues from Florida. Now, all 
of those are in the bill we want to send 
back. 

Also, a reset mechanism that, obvi-
ously it applies to New York where 
they’ve already had a terrorist attack, 
would apply nationally so that you 
don’t get only one bite at the apple if 
the terrorists choose to strike again. 
And I think the major reason for doing 
TRIA is to neutralize the effect that 
murderous thugs who wish this country 
and its people ill can have on our poli-
cies. That’s why we want terrorism in-
surance. This is part of national de-
fense. This is to make it a government 
program as part of our defense against 
this activity. 

But there are other parts of this 
where we have accepted this. Frankly, 
this looks like what a conference would 
look like if we were in a rational world 
where we could have a conference. We 
said 15 years, they said 7. We’ve accept-
ed 7. By the way, I will say that in the 
prior Congress, we only had 2. 

The reason for a longer term is that 
this is important if people are to be 
able to build in our large cities and 
other areas which are threatened by 
terrorism. Because you cannot get the 
building without a loan, you cannot 
get the loan without insurance, and a 
2-year timeline is obviously too short 
for major building projects. We accept-
ed that. We wanted protection against 
nuclear, biological, chemical, radio-
logical attacks. No one thinks that’s 
out of the picture. The Senate said no 
to it. We accepted that. So, we com-
promised with them. 

And finally, a PAYGO issue arose at 
the last minute. We didn’t do it well 
here, and the Senate did it well, and I 
congratulate them for that. It was 
good legislating. So we accept their 
term of 7 years. We accept their 
version of PAYGO. We accept their jet-
tisoning of nuclear, biological, chem-
ical and radiological. But we would 
like to include group life, and we would 
like to accommodate the smaller com-
panies, and we would like to have the 
reset mechanism. 

In the end, as I said, we understand 
we can’t compel them, but we believe it 

is worth another try. Passing this bill 
will in no way jeopardize our ability in 
the end, if nothing else fails, to accept 
the 7 years that the Senate sent us. 

But I appeal to the Members here out 
of an institutional concern. Let’s un-
derstand that in the end, if the Senate 
refuses to do certain things, they may 
have an advantage. But let’s not make 
it easy. Let’s not continue a process by 
which Senators can avoid tough issues. 
Maybe some Senator will raise some of 
these issues. Maybe, I know it’s 
‘‘maybe’’ in a land of fantasy, the Sen-
ate would vote on some of them and 
Senators would have to decide if they 
wanted to say no, it’s okay if you can’t 
travel to Israel with your life insur-
ance, it’s okay if the smaller compa-
nies are kept out, it’s okay to insure 
buildings but not people. Maybe it 
won’t work, but no harm will be done. 

I would also add this: In terms of the 
rule, nothing in the bill that we are 
proposing today is new except for the 
Senate PAYGO, and the Senate 
PAYGO, we all agree, I believe, is supe-
rior, given the need to do a PAYGO. 

This is a bill that was voted on in 
subcommittee and in committee and 
came to the floor. It was amended in 
various ways. It was a bipartisan prod-
uct. In the end, the vote was something 
like 300-plus to 100-plus when the bill 
passed here in the House; not unani-
mous, obviously, but with a lot of bi-
partisanship. 

Everything in the bill today, with 
the exception of the Senate PAYGO, 
has already been through sub-
committee and committee and the 
floor. But we are saying to the Senate 
there are important issues here, on 
group life, on the reset, on travel, on 
smaller companies. And we are simply, 
I hope, not ready to say to them we roll 
over and play dead without giving 
them another chance to address these 
issues. 

b 1230 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
great respect and admiration for the 
chairman of the committee, and I 
think that virtually everything the 
chairman said I agree with. I think the 
question is of timing. The fact of the 
matter is that the majority has chosen 
to not have a conference. They have 
chosen to negotiate among themselves, 
and they have chosen to wait until the 
last minute. With great respect to the 
gentleman, these are lots of arguments 
I could have been making or our chair-
man could have made just several 
years ago for a number of years. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
would only ask to amend one thing. It 
is not the majority. Here we wanted a 
conference, and in the Senate, it was 
both parties that refused. It was not 
the majority. Indeed, there was objec-
tion more from the minority side. So I 
would only differ with the notion that 
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it was somehow a majority decision. 
We asked for a conference, and we were 
told on a bipartisan basis over there 
they wouldn’t give us one. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Reclaiming my time, 
we are not negotiating with the Sen-
ate, we are negotiating with ourselves, 
and I believe that what we need to do 
is get it done. 

Now, there are reasons why the gen-
tleman has chosen to do what he has 
done. I really can’t disagree with him. 
I really don’t. From an institutional 
perspective, for making the bill better, 
I think every one of these are great ar-
guments. I think my point would be 
similar to what we are trying to make 
on our side: Let’s get our work done so 
the rest of the world and the rest of the 
marketplace can get their work done. 
It’s pretty late. We are now moving on 
to the middle of December and this ex-
pires at the end of December. There are 
lots of paperwork issues, there are lots 
of legal issues, there are lots of con-
tract issues. There are lots of things 
that need to be done, and it takes some 
period of time. We are doing the same 
thing with the AMT. We are trying to 
say, why don’t we not rock the boat be-
cause what you are going to do is put 
in jeopardy the ability this next year 
for the IRS to even get their work 
done. So the wake-up call, the head 
snap is, today it’s darn near the middle 
of December. I could have completely 
bought off on everything the chairman 
said, every single word, every single 
philosophy, everything he said if this 
were November 15. It is not. It is 1 
month later. It is time that we get our 
work done so that the marketplace can 
get their work done so that investors 
can know that they are taken care of, 
so that we can have certainty in the 
marketplace and so that we know what 
we are going to pass. And that is the 
only disagreement. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

If it were up to me, obviously, we 
would have done this earlier. The only 
thing I can say is, and I appreciate the 
spirit of cooperation, I only regret that 
he cannot love me in December as he 
did in May. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Retrieving my time, 
I would say to the gentleman that we 
believe we should not continue doing 
what the gentleman is doing. We 
should do what the agreement should 
be and get it done, because we believe 
that there are overriding consider-
ations, Mr. Speaker, in the market-
place, with people who need an answer 
today to be able to get their work 
done. And waiting until the end, what-
ever that means, does not help the 
marketplace. 

We are not the start-all and end-all 
of the world by being the United States 
Congress. There is a marketplace out 
there. There are people who need 
things done. New York City is a fine 

example of where the business commu-
nity and those that own property need 
TRIA. Let’s get the thing done. I would 
have agreed completely with what the 
gentleman said 1 month ago. It is now 
time. We are asking, please, let’s get 
this thing done. Let’s come to an 
agreement. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
there is probably, timing-wise, no 
greater, no more important piece of 
legislation for the protection of this 
country than this TRIA risk insurance 
program. It is very important that I 
just start my remarks by responding to 
some of the concerns that the gen-
tleman raised. 

First of all, in our Financial Services 
Committee, this is indeed a bipartisan 
product. Republicans and Democrats 
worked on this together. This is also a 
bicameral institution. It is important 
for the House to have its input. It is 
important for the Senate to have its 
input. 

As a timing matter, it is critically 
important for us to make sure that we 
have incorporated into this legislation 
important issues that the Senate has 
left out. So what we have before us, 
Mr. Speaker, is simply a joint product. 
We asked for the conference. The con-
ference was not permitted. So we have 
no other choice except to take what 
the Senate has offered, and we are ac-
cepting that. But there are some other 
important points of this legislation 
that need to be incorporated into this 
bill. And so this revised bill is not a re-
pudiation of what the Senate has done. 
It is an acceptance of what the Senate 
has done. And it is also recognizing and 
acquiescing to some of the issues that 
they raised that we agreed with. The 
nuclear, biological, chemical and radio-
logical we agreed with that we would 
not include. 

So what do we have here? And I think 
it is important for the American people 
to know exactly this product that we 
have that we are putting forward at 
this point. This revised bill would ex-
tend TRIA for 7 years just as the Sen-
ate favors. Now, we in the House asked 
for a 15-year renewal for this. You talk 
about stability. You talk about making 
sure that we are responding. This is a 
heavy, heavy issue with the terrorist 
attack. 

We also feel genuinely that if we are 
going to offer this insurance protection 
for property, for buildings, my Lord, 
the most valuable commodity that we 
lose in a terrorist attack is human life. 
Group life insurance should be included 
in this. We are just simply taking what 
the Senate has offered and again ex-
tending back and saying group life in-
surance must be offered in this bill. 
The reset mechanism and lowering of 
the trigger, the Senate wants $100 mil-
lion. We say $50 million to increase the 
capacity by encouraging smaller insur-
ers to provide coverage. This is very 

important as well. And as Chairman 
FRANK just mentioned, life insurance 
for foreign travel. Why shouldn’t peo-
ple who decide they want to go to a 
somewhat dangerous destination as 
Israel have that life insurance covered? 
So we are certainly adding the reset 
mechanism for significant terrorist at-
tacks, over $1 billion, to lower the 
deductibles and triggers to rebuild 
market capacity and then gradually in-
crease private sector obligations over 
time. 

We took a lot of time, my colleague. 
I am on the Financial Services Com-
mittee. We have worked very hard. We 
had hearings on it. We heard from 
every factor of the community in the 
financial services, and this product 
that we offer reflected that. All we are 
simply saying is, timing is important. 
But why not allow the House, which 
has just as much right as the Senate, 
to perfect this important legislation? 
We are taking what they want, we have 
accepted some of the things that they 
felt were excesses, and we are simply 
adding these four major components 
back to the bill, reset mechanism, 
group life insurance, lowering the trig-
ger and life insurance coverage for for-
eign travel. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The question that I 
would have for the gentleman is, whom 
are you negotiating with in the Sen-
ate? You talked about these negotia-
tions. Whom is the negotiation with? 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. We are nego-
tiating with whoever would present 
themselves to negotiate on the Senate 
side. But, unfortunately, that has not 
been successful. 

Mr. ARCURI. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
would just say on this, and I didn’t 
want to make it in any way partisan, 
but what we have been told is that the 
senior Republican on the committee, 
the gentleman from Alabama, has said 
this is all he will accept. I have talked 
to the chairman of the committee, the 
Senator from Connecticut, I’ve talked 
to the Senator from New York, and 
they were ready to discuss it. But they 
said that given Senate rules, they 
could not get the Senator from Ala-
bama to do anything else, and they 
didn’t feel they could change that. 

There were also concerns that even if 
we were to send back exactly the bill 
that he had wanted, another Senator 
might object, because that is a volatile 
place. But we did talk to the Senator 
from Connecticut, we talked to the 
Senator from New York. The Senator 
from Alabama, the ranking minority 
member, was the major opponent. 

I would yield to my friend. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gen-

tleman. So we are going to keep play-
ing ping pong? 

Mr. FRANK. No, this is not ping 
pong. This is ping. We’re keeping pong 
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over here. That is, we are going to send 
them and give them one more chance. 
But we are keeping their version over 
here if all else fails. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. In conclusion, 
I would just simply say that I urge that 
we support this rule. It is very impor-
tant and timely. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate both the gentlemen from the Fi-
nancial Services Committee offering 
their explanation about this process. I 
would once again remind my friends in 
this great body that there is a lot of 
work that needs to be done after this 
bill leaves both of these bodies, includ-
ing a signature of the President of the 
United States. What we do does matter 
and is important. But it is time we get 
our work done to allow the people who 
really do matter, and that is the people 
who are in the marketplace to be able 
to buy the insurance, to make it avail-
able and to get it ready days from now. 
It is time to put aside our differences. 
It is time to enter the real negotiation, 
and that is either to have a real con-
ference where we know where people 
are to get it done, or to find a way to 
cut a deal. And, instead, to come back 
to this body and to once again change 
the rechange of the change I think is a 
bad deal. 

So we’re going to vote ‘‘no.’’ We 
would like to get the deal done, but not 
to continue to deal. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, in the world 
where I come from, it is results that 
matter, not just reworking the work to 
rework the work, just like what this 
body has gotten used to this year with 
10 out of 11 spending bills not being 
done. I would remind the majority, you 
got a lot of work to do there, too, so 
that we can have the confidence of the 
American people that we can not only 
run the railroad on time, but we can 
make wise decisions. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I would 

inquire from the gentleman from Texas 
if he has any additional speakers. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gen-
tleman, and responding to the gen-
tleman, I have no additional speakers. 

Mr. ARCURI. All of our speakers 
have spoken, so I would reserve the 
balance of my time and ask my col-
league if he wishes to close. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, the conversation that 
has taken place today is one that was 
important. The Republican Party does 
support and thinks what the gentleman 
is doing is of a worthy nature. The gen-
tleman, Mr. FRANK, has, for a number 
of years, not only spoken about this 
issue but has worked hard for its reso-
lution. We know that if we continue to 
work together on issues like this, we 
can get things done. But getting things 
done is also important, and we think 
that a bill should have been done, an 
agreement should have been reached 
before now and negotiations should 
have ended because it is now time to 
give to the President, it is now time to 
give to the marketplace. 

But I also recognize that this is the 
44th closed rule of this session, that 
somebody is not really interested in 
what we think. That’s why we have 44 
closed rules this year. So we come to 
the floor, once again, the Republican 
Party, saying, you can have it your 
way, we know you have the votes, 44th 
closed rule this year. But let’s get our 
work done. Let’s not have the Amer-
ican people waiting on the House of 
Representatives. 

I know the Speaker of the House 
wants to do things in the way that she 
sees fit. But let’s get our work done. 
The American people are waiting. They 
are waiting not just on AMT. They are 
not just waiting on this bill that we 
have today. They are waiting on, like 
the rest of the government, the other 
10 out of the 11 spending bills. And I do 
think that the American people don’t 
confuse a lot of work that is being done 
with progress. Progress is the end re-
sult where you get something done and 
then say, We’re proud of our effort. All 
I have heard all today, notwith-
standing the prior arguments, and 
these arguments, that everybody is 
trying to take credit for everything. 
We are far short of the runway. We are 
far short of the runway because what 
we do here must be done right, but 
must be finished and done so that the 
American people and the economy can 
move forward. 

I know this is a closed rule. If it had 
been an open rule, and that is okay, we 
understand. If it had been an open rule, 
we would have said, let’s get this thing 
done. Let’s close it. I offered an amend-
ment in the Rules Committee the other 
day that said, let’s take the Senate 
language, let’s decide we will just ac-
cept what they have done so that we 
can get it done in proper timing. On a 
party-line vote that was defeated. So 
there is a reason why the Speaker 
wants to continue this dialogue. 
There’s a reason why the Speaker 
wants to wait and to hold this out. I 
don’t understand it. But the Repub-
lican Party once again today is saying, 
we think we ought to get our work 
done. We think we should do what we 
said we were going to do, and we should 
then let the American public see what 
we have done and not hide things in se-
cret. 

b 1245 

Let’s get this done, let’s get TRIA 
done, let’s get our AMT done, let’s get 
the 10 out of 11 spending bills done, and 
let’s show the American people we can 
do the work which we were sent here to 
do. That is the position of the Repub-
lican Party. 

Mr. Speaker, we yield back the bal-
ance of our time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Frankly, all we have heard lately, es-
pecially in the Rules Committee de-
bate, is that this bill is not going to 
pass the Senate, this bill is going to 
get vetoed by the President, and there-
fore the House should follow what the 

Senate is going to do and the House 
should follow what the President sug-
gests. That is not the reason 435 Mem-
bers of this House were elected. We 
were elected to do what we think is 
best for this country, and not what the 
Senate thinks is best, and not what the 
President thinks is best, but what the 
House of Representatives thinks is 
best. That is what this bill is attempt-
ing to do, give what the House of Rep-
resentatives thinks is best in this im-
portant piece of legislation. 

Protecting the safety and security of 
America is, without question, a top pri-
ority of this institution. The horrific 
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, 
had a devastating effect on many peo-
ple in this country. The attacks also 
had a devastating economic effect on 
the commercial insurance market. 
TRIA has been a success. Primary in-
surers are able to write policies and 
business owners are able to obtain cov-
erage. Stability was restored to this 
vital market. 

If we do not act now to extend TRIA, 
this program will expire at the end of 
the month and we will be back where 
we started after the September 11 at-
tacks. We have debated this bill before 
and the House passed a similar version 
in September, with the support of 312 
Members. I hope that the TRIA legisla-
tion we will consider here today will 
enjoy the same overwhelming bipar-
tisan support. We must not allow the 
threat of future terrorist attacks to en-
danger or close valuable businesses be-
cause they cannot afford insurance. 
This is not an exercise in futility, as 
my colleague said in his opening, but 
rather an exercise in necessity. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 
the rule and on the previous question. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on adoption of House Res-
olution 862 will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 860; adoption of 
House Resolution 860, if ordered; order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 861; and adoption of House 
Resolution 861, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 223, nays 
189, not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1145] 

YEAS—223 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 

Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 

Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
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Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 

Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 

Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—189 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 

Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 

McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—19 

Carson 
Cubin 
Gutierrez 
Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 

Johnson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
Kind 
Linder 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Salazar 
Scott (VA) 
Tancredo 

b 1311 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mrs. 
BACHMANN, and Messrs. BILIRAKIS 
and BURGESS changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. DEGETTE and Mr. RODRIGUEZ 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 1585, NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 860, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays 
191, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1146] 

YEAS—226 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 

Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 

Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 

Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 

Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—191 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
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Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 

McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Carson 
Cubin 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 

Johnson (IL) 
Kind 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 
Neugebauer 

Paul 
Salazar 
Scott (VA) 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain. 

b 1319 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 
rollcall Nos. 1145 and 1146, had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to section 2 of House Resolution 
860, the managers on the part of the 
House on H.R. 3093 are discharged and 
the bill is laid on the table. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4351, AMT RELIEF ACT 
OF 2007 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 861, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays 
193, not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1147] 

YEAS—222 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—193 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 

Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 

Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 

Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 

Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—16 

Carson 
Cubin 
Hirono 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 

Kaptur 
Kind 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 
Neugebauer 
Paul 

Salazar 
Scott (VA) 
Shuster 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain. 

b 1326 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 
191, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1148] 

YEAS—225 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 

Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 

Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
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Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 

Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—191 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 

Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 

Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 

Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Carson 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Hooley 
Hunter 

Jindal 
Kind 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 
Neugebauer 

Paul 
Radanovich 
Salazar 
Scott (VA) 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, December 12, 2007. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: I hereby tender my 
resignation from the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence effective at 
the close of business today. 

Sincerely, 
ALCEE L. HASTINGS, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1585, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 860, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
1585) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2008 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, for mili-

tary construction, and for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to rule XXII, the conference report 
is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
December 6, 2007, Book II at page 
H14495.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) 
and the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. SAXTON) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on this 
conference report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise today in strong support of the 

conference report on H.R. 1585, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2008. 

I must tell you, Mr. Speaker, that 
I’m so extremely proud of the members 
of the Armed Services Committee, of 
all of those who worked hard in and 
out of the Armed Services Committee 
to make this happen. And a special 
thanks to the fantastic staff that we 
have supporting us, Erin Conaton, Bob 
Simmons, who is the leader of those on 
the other side of the aisle regarding the 
staff, and everyone just pitched in so 
very, very well. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. As a 
matter of fact, I think it’s the best bill 
in decades that this Congress has put 
forward. It’s good for our troops, good 
for our families, it will help improve 
readiness of our Armed Forces, and it 
will bring new significant oversight to 
the Department of Defense in areas 
where oversight was sorely needed in 
the past. 

Let me begin by saying that the 
Armed Services Committee has re-
mained committed to a tradition of bi-
partisanship, and we appreciate that, 
and we have all throughout the year. 

Special thanks to our ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HUNTER) and today to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) 
who’s been such a great help through 
the years. 

When the 110th Congress began, we 
laid out, from the Armed Services 
Committee, six strategic priorities, 
and we have met them in this legisla-
tion. The bill before us is the culmina-
tion of our efforts. It addresses stra-
tegic priorities in important ways. It 
includes a 3.5 percent across-the-board 
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pay raise, it protects the troops and 
their families from escalating health 
care fees, and includes well over 100 
other measures, both large and small, 
regarding quality of life. It is espe-
cially important because it adopts the 
elements of the Wounded Warrior Act 
which passed this House earlier in the 
year 426–0. And I think that that, in 
and of itself, is a major victory for 
those in uniform. 

It addresses readiness. It establishes 
a new, high level board of military offi-
cers, the Defense Materiel Readiness 
Board, to grapple with the growing 
shortfalls confronting the Armed 
Forces. The bill allocates $1 billion to a 
Strategic Readiness Fund. 

The bill will bring much needed over-
sight to the wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. It does so by instituting new re-
porting requirements developed on a 
bipartisan basis. 

The bill builds on the successful pas-
sage of H.R. 1, which fully implemented 
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission. H.R. 1585 authorizes the fund-
ing required to carry forward that act 
by continuing, and this is important, 
and expanding the Department of De-
fense’s cooperative threat reduction 
program and the Department of Ener-
gy’s nuclear nonproliferation pro-
grams. Mr. Speaker, these programs 
address perhaps the single largest 
threat to the American homeland, the 
threat of nuclear terrorism and other 
weapons of mass destruction, and we 
address that very carefully in this bill. 

We also include $17.6 billion for the 
mine resistant ambush vehicle, which 
is known as MRAP, to protect our 
troops in Iraq and in future conflicts. 
It does a great deal in the area of fund-
ing for our various ships, including pro-
duction of two Virginia-class sub-
marines per year by 2010, and adds 
eight C–17s to meet the needs of the de-
mands of global power projection. 

One of the most important elements 
of this bill, in addition to the money 
and the hardware, is a requirement 
that the Department of Defense per-
form a quadrennial review of its roles 
and missions. The first time this was 
addressed, and the last time it was ad-
dressed thoroughly, was back in 1948 at 
the behest of President Harry Truman 
and his then Secretary of Defense, 
James Forestal. The review we require 
in this bill causes a full examination as 
to whether the Department of Defense 
is truly developing the core com-
petencies and capabilities to perform 
the missions assigned to it and whether 
those capabilities are being developed 
in the most joint and efficient way by 
the military services. Much has 
changed since 1948. Technology has 
changed and has blossomed and mush-
roomed, and that’s why it’s important 
that we update, by way of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of De-
fense, the Key West agreement that 
was met back in that year of 1948. 

I am very, very pleased with this bill, 
Mr. Speaker. I think that history will 
say that this one was a comprehensive, 

if not the most comprehensive, Defense 
authorization bill that our Congress 
has passed in decades. 

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD, 
regarding the Key West agreement of 
1948, a statement by Sam Rushie, who 
is the supervisory archivist of the Tru-
man Library in Independence, Mis-
souri. 

On December 19, 1945—3 months after the 
end of the Second World War—President Tru-
man recommended to Congress that the War 
and Navy Departments be unified in a new 
Department of National Defense. In his 
statement to Congress, Truman declared, 
‘‘One of the lessons which have most clearly 
come from the costly and dangerous experi-
ence of this war is that there must be unified 
direction of land, sea and air forces at home 
as well as in all other parts of the world 
where our Armed Forces are serving. ‘‘We did 
not have that kind of direction when we were 
attacked four years ago—and we certainly 
paid a high price for not having it.’’ 

On May 13, 1946, Truman met with Sec-
retary of War Patterson and Secretary of the 
Navy Forrestal, and he urged that the Army 
and the Navy reach a compromise on the 
problem of unification. 

The President’s proposals were finally en-
acted on July 26, 1947, as the National Secu-
rity Act, the main feature of which was the 
establishment of a unified Department of De-
fense. That same day, the President issued 
Executive Order 9877, an attempt to define 
the functions of the Army, the Navy, and the 
newly created Air Force within the unified 
National Military Establishment. However, 
bickering between the services continued, es-
pecially over issues that the Executive Order 
had failed to address specifically. Many of 
these issues concerned the functions of the 
Navy. The Army regarded the Navy’s Marine 
Corps as a rival for control of combat oper-
ations on land; similarly, the Air Force 
viewed Naval Aviation as an infringement on 
its jurisdiction over air operations. 

In an effort to resolve these conflicts, Sec-
retary of Defense James Forrestal sum-
moned the Joint Chiefs of Staff to a meeting 
at Key West, Florida in March 1948. Fol-
lowing suggestions made by Forrestal, the 
Joint Chiefs drafted a directive entitled 
‘‘Functions of the Armed Forces and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff,’’ popularly known as 
the ‘‘Key West Agreement.’’ Forrestal sub-
mitted this proposal to the President in late 
March. On April 21, 1948, the President issued 
Executive Order 9950, revoking his earlier ex-
ecutive order. This cleared the way for the 
Secretary of Defense to issue the new direc-
tive that same day. 

With modifications, the Key West Agree-
ment continues to govern responsibilities 
within the armed forces to this day. In con-
trast to the broad language of the earlier ex-
ecutive order, Forrestal’s directive specified 
the primary and secondary responsibilities of 
each branch of the service. In a tenuous com-
promise, it was agreed that the Navy would 
not establish a strategic air component, but 
would be permitted to have aircraft carriers 
and use its aircraft against inland targets. 
(This was interpreted by the Navy as an en-
dorsement of the projected new supercarrier, 
the USS United States.) The Air Force would 
retain primary responsibility for strategic 
air operations and air defense. At the same 
time, it was agreed that the Marine Corps 
would be preserved, but would be limited in 
size to four divisions, and would cooperate 
with the Army in planning amphibious oper-
ations. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by very, 
very sincerely thanking my good friend 
from Missouri, Chairman SKELTON, for 
the great leadership that he has pro-
vided in the months past in writing the 
original version and then shaping the 
bill and then using his steady hand to 
guide us through the conference, of 
course with the help of my good friend, 
Ranking Member DUNCAN HUNTER. 
Both of these leaders provided great di-
rection for us, and I might say that the 
product of their work is here today. I 
agree with the chairman, that this is a 
very, very good bill, and I am very for-
tunate to be able to stand here today 
to say how important I think it is that 
we all support it. 

b 1345 

Unfortunately, Ranking Member 
HUNTER could not be here today, but I 
know he is very proud of this con-
ference report as well. I’d like to thank 
all of the subcommittee chairmen and 
their ranking members for their hard 
work and leadership. It is responsible 
for almost 1,500 pages that this bill 
contains. And the staff that helped 
make this a reality, obviously Mem-
bers would not have been able to be 
here today if it were not for them ei-
ther. 

This is a good, bipartisan bill. Last 
Thursday, the House Armed Services 
Committee filed this conference report 
after an overwhelming majority of con-
ferees signed the report. Seldom in my 
career here have I seen this kind of 
agreement among Members on the bill. 
Our subcommittee chairmen and their 
ranking members will provide a de-
tailed summary of the bill, so I will 
only highlight a few key areas. 

Most importantly, this bipartisan 
bill takes care of the brave men and 
women serving our country at home 
and abroad. It authorizes $506.9 billion 
in budgetary authority for the Depart-
ment of Defense and the national secu-
rity programs of the Department of En-
ergy. Additionally, it supports current 
operations in Iraq, Afghanistan and 
elsewhere in the global war on ter-
rorism by authorizing $189.4 billion in 
supplemental funding for operational 
costs, personnel expenses and procure-
ment of new equipment for fiscal year 
2008. 

This amount provides for end- 
strength growth in both the Army and 
the Marine Corps, continuing initia-
tives started several years ago by the 
Armed Services Committee, by author-
izing increases of 13,000 Army and 9,000 
Marine Corps active duty personnel to 
sustain our required missions. 

Additionally, this conference report 
authorizes a 3.5 percent pay increase, 
as the chairman remarked earlier. 
These pay raises for all members of the 
Armed Forces for 2008 are extremely 
important. 

We talk a lot about quality of life 
and here we’re doing something about 
it. Some of the initiatives in this legis-
lation continue successful, practical 
programs such as the Commander’s 
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Emergency Response Program, which 
is working well in battlefields in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. Other initiatives re-
inforce good legislation that the House 
has already passed, such as the Wound-
ed Warrior legislation to address the 
challenges that face our recovering 
servicemembers and their families. 
Still others modify existing authorities 
or establish promising new programs 
and new policies. 

Some of the new programs and poli-
cies include these: 

Providing $17.6 billion for the mine 
resistant ambush protected vehicle, an 
armored vehicle which will save lives 
going forward; setting guidelines for all 
private security contractors operating 
in Iraq and Afghanistan and other 
areas where we have combat oper-
ations. And we know from recent news 
reports how important this provision 
is. 

We also authorize eight additional C– 
17s to support the intratheater lift re-
quirements and meet the airlift needs 
for the increased end strength in the 
Army and Marine Corps. 

We added major acquisition reform 
initiatives, such as establishing new re-
sponsibilities for the Joint Require-
ments Oversight Council and man-
dating that new acquisition programs 
be aligned with the missions of the De-
partment and the competency and ca-
pability of the service proposing the 
program. 

And finally, we acted to elevate the 
chief of the National Guard bureau to a 
four-star general and adopted many of 
the recommendations of the Commis-
sion on National Guard and Reserve 
Corps. 

Just as importantly, this legislation 
avoids contentious language, such as 
the hate crimes provision, which would 
have put our bill at risk of a Presi-
dential veto. I want to acknowledge 
the leadership of Chairman IKE SKEL-
TON, whose hard work in shepherding 
this vital legislation through the con-
ference has guaranteed that our serv-
icemen and women will get what they 
need, and they will get it when they 
need it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ), 
who is the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Readiness. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this conference report on 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2008, and I want to 
thank Chairman SKELTON and Ranking 
Member HUNTER and the members of 
the full committee and the staff for 
doing a great job. 

The bill before us begins to address 
our growing concerns about the readi-
ness posture of our Armed Forces; yet 
the breadth and the scope of our readi-
ness has been deeply damaged by virtue 
of operations and many years of ignor-
ing this problem. Our troops and their 
equipment have been stretched by ex-

tended combat operations, and the 
strain is evident in declining readiness, 
shortfalls in training and difficulties in 
equipping our forces. 

These problems have grown to im-
mense proportions, and this bill is a 
significant step to reverse the decline 
and to rebuild our military. Included in 
the bill are some significant readiness 
policy initiatives and investments that 
will help restore the readiness posture 
of our military. 

First, this bill establishes a Defense 
Readiness Production Board to identify 
critical readiness requirements and to 
mobilize the defense industrial base to 
speed up the production of military 
equipment. This board will bridge the 
gap between readiness needs and re-
sources to help repair our worn-out 
equipment. 

The bill also creates a $1 billion Stra-
tegic Readiness Fund to give the board 
and the Department of Defense the 
ability to rapidly attend to pressing 
readiness needs. 

This bill begins to address other 
shortfalls in maintenance and training 
by providing $250 million for unfunded 
training requirements and an addi-
tional $150 million to restore aviation 
maintenance shortfalls. 

And we’re very concerned about the 
readiness of our National Guard. Our 
bill requires the Department of Defense 
to begin measuring the readiness of Na-
tional Guard units to support emer-
gencies in their home States, such as 
the recent tragic tornadoes in Kansas. 
These readiness reports will allow the 
Congress and each State’s Governor to 
evaluate the needs of each State and 
address problems before a disaster oc-
curs. To help restore the shortfalls, the 
bill includes a $1 billion investment in 
National Guard equipment. 

We also include provisions that re-
quire plans and reports to Congress on 
reconstituting our prepositioned war 
stocks. We also authorized more than 
$21 billion for military construction, 
family housing and to implement base 
realignment and closure. These funds 
include money to support grow-the- 
force initiatives for the Army and Ma-
rine Corps and to provide facilities to 
accommodate new recruits and mis-
sions. 

Other significant provisions include 
proposed changes to the National Secu-
rity Personnel System, depot initia-
tives and numerous important policy 
initiatives by the Department of De-
fense. 

This is a good bill, and I am pleased 
to have helped in some way in shaping 
this bill. It reflects our bipartisan de-
sire to improve readiness and to pro-
vide for the men and women in uni-
form. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Chesa-
peake, Virginia (Mr. FORBES), the rank-
ing member of the Readiness Sub-
committee. 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey for 

yielding and for his leadership on the 
Armed Services Committee throughout 
the years. 

I rise today in strong support of the 
conference agreement for the 2008 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act. I 
also want to take a moment to thank 
Chairman SKELTON and Mr. HUNTER for 
their leadership and hard work in get-
ting us to this point. 

This conference report is the cul-
mination of 102 House Armed Services 
Committee hearings, a comparable 
number of informational briefings and 
untold hours of debate and discussion 
with our friends in the Senate. This 
bill reflects our strong and continued 
support for the brave men and women 
of the United States armed services, 
and I thank both of these gentlemen 
for moving forward a robust, bipartisan 
Defense authorization bill. 

I also want to thank Mr. ORTIZ, my 
subcommittee chairman and good 
friend, for his outstanding leadership of 
the Readiness Subcommittee. 

This conference report provides fund-
ing authorization and support for our 
military and civilian personnel serving 
in the global war on terrorism while at 
the same time seeking to reverse de-
clining trends in readiness. 

Major highlights include: It provides 
$18.4 billion for the Army and $8.6 bil-
lion for the Marine Corps to address 
equipment reset requirements. It pro-
vides $980 million for critical National 
Guard equipment. It authorizes $1 bil-
lion for the Strategic Readiness Fund. 
It establishes the Defense Materiel 
Readiness Board. It requires quarterly 
rating and reporting of National Guard 
readiness for homeland defense mis-
sions. It provides a 3.5 percent pay in-
crease to our men and women in uni-
form. It increases the end strength in 
the Army and the Marine Corps to im-
prove readiness and meet the threats of 
the 21st century. It authorizes $2.8 bil-
lion in military construction funding 
to support these end-strength in-
creases. And it authorizes funding to 
examine the national security inter-
agency process. As many of you know, 
this is an issue that is overdue for re-
form, and many of us are pleased to see 
this begin to be examined more closely. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all very aware 
that our continued global presence and 
ongoing combat operations are taxing 
current readiness levels. We also know 
that all of the military services are 
facing aging equipment inventories and 
are in need of recapitalization and 
modernization funding. Striking the 
balance between sustaining readiness 
today and ensuring a healthy, ready 
force tomorrow is a vast and complex 
challenge. This conference report 
strikes a good balance between sus-
taining what we’ve got while ensuring 
a well-trained, all-volunteer force with 
modern equipment will be available in 
the future. 

This conference report deserves your 
support. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me pleasure to yield 4 minutes to the 
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gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR), my friend who is the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Seapower and 
Expeditionary Forces. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
begin by thanking our chairman, IKE 
SKELTON, for the phenomenal job he’s 
done for looking out for the men and 
women in uniform this year. 

I want to thank my ranking member, 
ROSCOE BARTLETT, for his incredible 
cooperation, and I want to thank all 
the members of the Seapower Sub-
committee. 

I also want to thank the other com-
mittee chairmen who, to a man or a 
woman, transferred funds from their 
jurisdiction to try to help in our efforts 
to rebuild America’s fleet. 

Of all the services, I think it is fair 
to say that the Bush administration 
has been the least favorable to the 
United States Navy. It has shrunk by 
about 50 ships on George Bush’s watch. 
We’re trying to turn that around. 

With this year’s bill, we’re very 
proud of several things we’ve done. 
We’ve funded one Virginia class sub-
marine and advanced funding for a sec-
ond. We’ve funded one Littoral combat 
ship, one amphibious assault ship, a 
dry cargo vessel, a high speed vessel. 
We’ve completed funding for two 
Arleigh Burke destroyers, one amphib-
ious assault ship, and we have started 
the full funding of an additional car-
rier. 

We have long lead funding for three 
TAKE cargo ships, and Mr. Speaker, 
again with the great help of ROSCOE 
BARTLETT, we have in here language 
that says the next generation of war-
ships, surface combatants, will be nu-
clear-powered to lessen our Nation’s 
dependence on foreign oil. 

I would encourage every American to 
read a great book on the New York 
Times best sellers list called ‘‘Halseys 
Typhoon,’’ and it talks about the 
Christmas typhoon that hit the fleet 
off of the Philippines in 1944, the need-
less loss of vessels. But the event that 
triggered the fleet’s sailing into that 
typhoon was the need for the fleet to 
refuel their destroyers when the de-
stroyers were caught low on fuel. The 
destroyers got caught in this storm. 
Three of them foundered needlessly, 
and had those vessels been nuclear- 
powered with a 30-year supply of fuel 
on board, that never would have hap-
pened. 

To this day, we have only five oilers 
in the Pacific. Any clever, future foe of 
the United States, the first thing 
they’re going to do is try to sink those 
oilers. And the Department of Defense 
strategy of wishful thinking that this 
isn’t going to happen isn’t good 
enough. 

So because of future combat needs, 
things like rail guns, the growth in 
power, demand for things like elec-
tronics, and above all, to have the 
ships that guard our carriers to have 
the capacity to stay with the carriers 
for 30 years, as far as their fuel needs, 
we’re very, very proud of that. 

We’re very happy that the Guard Em-
powerment Act will become law, and I 
want to thank my colleague TOM DAVIS 
for encouraging me to sponsor that, 
and I want to thank him for cospon-
soring it. It will raise the chief of the 
National Guard bureau to four stars. It 
will see to it that either the com-
mander or the deputy commander of 
the northern command will be either a 
Guardsman or Reservist. 

And I can tell you, having worked 
with General Steven Blom in the after-
math of Hurricane Katrina, I cannot 
think of a finer human being to be the 
first person as a National Guardsman 
to wear four stars. 

b 1400 

I want to thank the subcommittee 
for their work on the fielding of mine 
resistant ambush protected vehicles. A 
year ago right now, the administration 
had only asked for 400 of those vehi-
cles. Because of the work of the sub-
committee, because of the case that 
was made to the American people, 
there will now be 15,000 of them built, 
and it will from the day it’s fielded 
save lives and save limbs. There are 
young people in Mississippi graveyards 
who would be alive today if we had 
fielded them sooner, but at least it’s 
getting done now. 

So, Mr. Chairman, thank you for the 
great work you’ve done. I want to 
thank my fellow subcommittee chair-
man. And above all, I want to encour-
age the House to support this very im-
portant measure. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Hagers-
town, Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT), who is 
the ranking member of the Seapower 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2008. As ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Seapower and 
Expeditionary Forces, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR), chairman of our sub-
committee, for his wisdom and pro-
found concern for the safety of our 
servicemembers and the security of the 
United States. 

Further, I would like to recognize 
our chairman, IKE SKELTON, and our 
ranking member, DUNCAN HUNTER, for 
their continued leadership and support. 
This bill contains farsighted provisions 
which I believe are critical to this Na-
tion’s future security, none of which 
would have been possible without the 
steadfast advocacy of these visionary 
leaders. Thank you. 

I also want to recognize the superb 
staff without whom this bill would not 
be possible. 

There are a handful of provisions in 
every annual defense policy bill that 
stand apart in terms of their impact. 
This conference report is no different. 
This year the Congress has clearly es-
tablished that it is the policy of the 
United States to utilize nuclear propul-
sion for all future major naval combat-

ants. It is a vital step to secure our Na-
tion’s national and energy security. 

Nuclear propulsion for naval ships is 
the right thing to do from economic, 
combat effectiveness, homeland de-
fense, and energy policy perspectives. 
Without congressional action, budg-
etary pressures would forever prevent 
the Navy from making this farsighted 
commitment to its future. 

Studies have consistently shown that 
life-cycle and operational costs are 
lower for nuclear propulsion in large 
combat vessels, such as cruisers. The 
most recent naval study shows that the 
break-even cost for a nuclear fueled 
cruiser is $60 per barrel of oil. It’s now 
about $90. What’s more, the National 
Petroleum Council projects future 
shortfalls in the supply of oil clear 
through 2030. 

Last spring, a DOD Office of Force 
Transformation and Resources com-
missioned report found that the risks 
associated with oil will make the U.S. 
military’s ability to rapidly deploy on 
demand ‘‘unsustainable in the long 
run.’’ It said it is ‘‘imperative’’ that 
DOD ‘‘apply new energy technologies 
that address alternative supply sources 
and efficient consumption across all 
aspects of military operations.’’ 

Congress has responded. As recently 
as last year’s Defense bill, Congress 
found that the Nation’s dependence 
upon foreign oil is a threat to national 
security and that other energy sources 
must be seriously considered. It noted 
the advantages of nuclear power, such 
as virtually unlimited high-speed en-
durance, elimination of vulnerable re-
fueling, and a reduction in the require-
ment for replenishment vessels and the 
need to protect those vessels. Congress 
directed the Secretary of the Navy to 
evaluate integrated power systems, 
fuel cells, and nuclear power as propul-
sion alternatives within the analysis of 
alternatives for future major surface 
combatants. 

The Navy is conducting such an anal-
ysis for the next generation cruiser. 
However, in hearings this year, our 
subcommittee saw no evidence that the 
Department of Defense was seriously 
willing to consider making the invest-
ments required to enable that future. 
Quite simply, the conferees decided 
that we could waste no further time be-
cause these investments must begin to 
be made next year for the CG(X) next 
generation cruiser. Therefore, this con-
ference report requires integrated nu-
clear propulsion for future major com-
batants. 

This conference report reflects a fair 
and balanced treatment of the remain-
ing issues facing the United States 
Navy and Marine Corps, and I respect-
fully ask full support for this very im-
portant bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask unanimous consent to 
thank Captain Will Ebbs and Ms. 
Jenness Simler for the outstanding job 
they did in helping the Seapower Sub-
committee this year and have them re-
flected in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, first let 

me thank my friend from Mississippi 
for the historical reference back to 1944 
regarding the fuel situation, and I 
think that the subcommittee is mak-
ing a substantial contribution in re-
quiring the nuclear ships that it does. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my 
friend and colleague, the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas, Dr. SNYDER. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, prayers 
and praise for our men and women in 
uniform do not fulfill our responsibil-
ities to provide for the common de-
fense. Every military family deserves 
the support of every American, and we 
act today in this Defense bill to pro-
vide that support. 

No Defense bill is perfect. No Defense 
bill finishes the work. But this Con-
gress comes together today in a bipar-
tisan manner with a good bill. 

Three quick points. First of all, I 
want to thank Mr. SKELTON and Mr. 
HUNTER for their leadership and the 
work that they have done on this 
year’s Defense bill. I also want to ac-
knowledge the presence of Mr. SAXTON, 
who has announced his retirement and 
is in his last term and is providing 
leadership today, as he often does, of 
this committee. 

Second, I am very pleased to see the 
improvements in the GI Bill for our Re-
serve component members. It has been 
grossly unfair that some of our Reserve 
component members have not been 
able to get GI Bill benefits when they 
have left the service. 

And, third, thanks to Mr. MCHUGH 
and Mrs. DAVIS and others, we have 
very good provisions in this bill, the 
so-called Wounded Warrior provisions, 
that will make life easier for those of 
our men and women in uniform who 
are hurt or become ill overseas. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. THORNBERRY). 

Mr. THORNBERRY. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
conference report. It is one of the few 
examples of bipartisan work that has 
been produced so far in this Congress, 
and I think it is worthy of every Mem-
ber’s support. 

I want to specifically mention some 
of the provisions within the jurisdic-
tion of the Terrorism and Unconven-
tional Warfare Subcommittee, which 
has been very ably led by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH), 
following in the tradition of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON). 
Both of them ask tough questions, but 
they always put the interests of the 
country first. 

The cutting edge of our battle 
against terrorists are the folks of the 
Special Operations Command, and this 
bill fully authorizes the requested 

funding for those assigned to our 
toughest missions. The bill also im-
proves SOCOM’s acquisition and con-
tracting authority. 

SOCOM is a unique entity set up spe-
cifically by Congress with unique au-
thorities, including the ability to buy 
its own equipment. Now, that is re-
sented by some, and this provision in 
this bill is intended to make that ex-
plicitly clear. But I think all of us on 
the subcommittee agree that if it is 
not made clear by this provision, then 
we will come back and do more next 
year. 

This bill continues the authority to 
fund projects in our work with others. 
It is an important part of this war 
against terrorists to work with and 
through other forces, other individuals, 
and the funding authority that allows 
that to happen is continued here. 

I especially want to express my ap-
preciation to the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. SMITH, that this sub-
committee has again continued in Mr. 
SAXTON’s work to develop a deep under-
standing of the ideology that drives 
radical Islamic terrorism and how best 
we can counter it. As much money, 
time, and effort has been put into that 
issue since 9/11/2001, I don’t think we’re 
to the bottom of it yet. 

In addition, this portion of the bill 
provides more strategic direction and 
efficiency to our research and develop-
ment efforts. For example, it adopts 
the Defense Science Board rec-
ommendation that requires Strategic 
Plan for Manufacturing Technology 
program to try to make sure that 
equipment goes from the laboratory to 
the field where the soldiers can use it 
in an efficient and effective way. And 
in IT, it makes acquisition more re-
sponsive to the pace of technological 
change. I believe we have a lot more 
work yet to go in that area, but we 
have also worked in that most uncon-
ventional of warfare areas, and that is 
through cyberwarfare where this coun-
try is being attacked every day by 
folks over the Internet. Our military 
and the rest of our government, I 
think, is just beginning to come to 
grips with the significance of that issue 
and how best to deal with it. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect bill, 
but I think it is a good bill and it 
should be supported by all Members. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my friend the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. SMITH), who is 
also the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Terrorism and Uncon-
ventional Threats and Capabilities. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I thank 
the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by echo-
ing the comments of my colleague 
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY) and also 
thanking him for his outstanding lead-
ership on our subcommittee. It’s been 
great to work in a bipartisan fashion 
with Mr. THORNBERRY; with Mr. 
SAXTON, the former chairman; and the 
other members of the committee. And I 
will not repeat all that Mr. THORN-

BERRY just said because I agree with it 
completely. The priorities that he laid 
out of our subcommittee, focusing on 
supporting the Special Operations 
Command in their lead in the fight 
against al Qaeda and terrorism; focus-
ing on science, technology, and all the 
issues that he raised are exactly what 
we are trying to confront. I have en-
joyed working with him on those issues 
and look forward to continuing to do so 
because, as he mentioned, we have cer-
tainly made progress but there is a lot 
more work to do. Our Special Oper-
ations Command needs all the support 
we can give it in its effort to fight al 
Qaeda, to understand that enemy and 
then use its forces to the best of its 
ability to combat it. And I think un-
derstanding those issues is enormously 
important. It has been a huge priority 
of our subcommittee. 

I also want to thank the chairman of 
the full committee, Mr. SKELTON. It is 
a great honor to have worked with him 
during my 11 years in Congress and cer-
tainly a great honor to work with him 
as the Chair, and I think he has pro-
duced an outstanding bill, in particular 
the focus on the troops. I have traveled 
with the chairman before, and I know 
that this is always at the top of his pri-
ority list, how we are taking care of 
the troops and their families. This bill 
does that. It protects them, active 
duty, Guard and Reserve. It makes it a 
priority to make sure that we are 
meeting their needs, and I know that is 
primarily because of his leadership, 
and I thank him for that. I also thank 
the other subcommittees who were di-
rectly involved in that. 

Lastly, I want to point out how im-
portant it is that this bill also recog-
nizes the fight we are currently en-
gaged in in Iraq and Afghanistan. It 
goes to the issues that are most impor-
tant to those troops. Funding the 
MRAPs, trying to come up with ways 
to combat IEDs, making sure they 
have the body armor and the up-ar-
mored Humvees they need to confront 
those threats. It has been a huge pri-
ority of this committee, and particu-
larly Mr. TAYLOR and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, to make sure that we fund our 
troops that are in the field right now 
with the priorities that they most need 
because they are the ones facing the 
most direct threat right now. 

I have always been proud to be a 
member of this committee, and I’m 
very proud of the bill that we have cre-
ated. I urge every Member in this body 
to support it. I think it’s an excellent 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 41⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Reho-
both, Alabama (Mr. EVERETT), the 
ranking member of the Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee. 

(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to start by recognizing the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) and my 
great friend from California (Mr. 
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HUNTER) for their work on this bill. I 
also want to recognize the fact that the 
gentleman from Missouri, this is not 
his first bill but it’s his first Defense 
bill as chairman of the committee, and 
I congratulate him. 

I rise in support of this conference re-
port to accompany the Fiscal Year 2008 
National Defense Authorization Act. 

The bill includes funds for European 
missile defense interceptors and radars 
and encourages the administration to 
seek a reprogramming request once 
agreements with host countries are 
reached. 

The bill establishes policy to defend 
against Iranian ballistic missile 
threats and seeks greater missile de-
fense cooperation with Israel. It also 
authorizes an increase of $65 million 
for the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense. 
The bill authorizes GMD, THAAD, and 
KEI at the budget request, and air-
borne laser funding is increased to just 
$35 million below the budget request. 

b 1415 

In the area of military space, the bill 
requires the Secretary of Defense and 
the Director of National Intelligence to 
develop a space protection strategy. 
The importance of space to the econ-
omy and to modern-day warfighting is 
often overlooked. In light of the Chi-
nese antisatellite test last January and 
other threats to space, we must place a 
greater priority on the protection of 
our Nation’s space capabilities. 

Within the area of atomic energy de-
fense activities, the bill reflects gen-
eral bipartisan agreement, particularly 
in its authorization of the Reliable Re-
placement Warhead Program cost and 
design activities. 

And finally, Mr. Speaker, I would be 
remiss if I didn’t recognize the 
gentlelady from California, who chairs 
the Strategic Forces Subcommittee. 
She demonstrates skillful leadership in 
her first year as chairman, and I want 
to congratulate her. This bill would 
not be what it is without her leader-
ship. 

I also must recognize my fellow sub-
committee chairmen, Members on both 
sides of the aisle, and their staffs. I 
think this subcommittee handles some 
of the most difficult policy decisions in 
the House Armed Services Committee, 
and I want to express my appreciation 
for their hard work in protecting our 
Nation’s security. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to have a colloquy between myself 
and Chairman SKELTON. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the gov-
ernment has eliminated the use of non- 
GSA-approved lock bar file cabinets 
and outdated mechanical locks for 
storage of classified information in ac-
cordance with national security policy. 
However, under current Federal regula-
tions, contractors are not required to 
phase out this old equipment until 2012. 
This results in less robust security and 
more government spending to protect 
classified information handled by con-
tractors. 

Although the Department of Defense 
has taken measures to meet these re-
quirements internally, it is evident 
that the defense contractor community 
is behind the implementation of the re-
quired locks and safes. The committee 
has taken an interest in this matter of 
securing classified information now for 
several years. Rather than wait an-
other 5 years, I believe DOD should 
have a plan in place to ensure that con-
tractors are in full compliance with the 
regulations. 

Mr. SKELTON. Will the gentleman 
from Alabama yield, please? 

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I do appreciate his concern 
on this issue. Protecting classified ma-
terial of course is the utmost impor-
tance, and the standards for protecting 
this material should be consistent 
across government as well as industry. 
In that regard, I intend to work very 
closely with my friend, the gentleman 
from Alabama, on the issue, starting 
with the request of the Department of 
Defense to obtain their plans for meet-
ing the 2012 deadline for phasing out 
containers used by defense contractors 
that have not been approved by the 
GSA. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield further, I thank 
him for his commitment to work with 
me on the matter. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my good friend, the 
gentlelady from California, who is also 
the chairwoman of the Subcommittee 
on Strategic Forces, Mrs. TAUSCHER. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the con-
ference report on H.R. 1585, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2008. 

I want to thank Chairman SKELTON 
and Ranking Member HUNTER. I espe-
cially want to thank the Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee ranking mem-
ber, Mr. EVERETT, the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama. Many of the 
very fine initiatives that we produced 
in this bill were started by Mr. EVER-
ETT when he was chairman, and I thank 
him for his cooperation and for his 
leadership. 

I want to especially thank our excel-
lent staff for all of their hard work for 
what is, I think, one of the finest De-
fense bills that we have been able to 
produce. 

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee, I have 
worked with my colleagues over the 
course of this year to incorporate four 
priorities into the conference agree-
ment before the House today. 

First, this bill aims to foster and 
frame a crucial discussion about nu-
clear weapons by establishing a con-
gressionally appointed bipartisan com-
mission designed to reevaluate the 
United States’ strategic posture. The 
commission will provide valuable rec-
ommendations to Congress regarding 
the proper mix of conventional and nu-

clear weapons needed to meet new and 
emerging threats. 

Second, the bill takes a prudent step 
to slow key Department of Energy nu-
clear weapons initiatives, including the 
development of the Reliable Replace-
ment Warhead. The conference agree-
ment limits RRW activity in fiscal 
year 2008 to a design and cost study and 
reduces RRW funding by $38 million 
out of a total request of $119 million, 
more than a 30 percent reduction. 

The conference agreement also re-
jects the proposal for a new plutonium 
pit production facility, or consolidated 
plutonium center, in the President’s 
budget request. None of the $24.9 mil-
lion proposed for the CPC is author-
ized. 

Third, the bill funds ballistic missile 
defense systems that will protect the 
American people, our deployed troops 
and allies against real threats while 
shifting resources away from longer 
term, high-risk efforts. The bill author-
izes $8.4 billion for ballistic missile de-
fense programs of the Missile Defense 
Agency, a reduction of $450 million 
from the President’s request. 

The conference agreement reduces 
funding for the proposed European mis-
sile defense site by $85 million, and re-
quires final approval by the Govern-
ments of Poland and the Czech Repub-
lic and an independent study on alter-
native missile defense options for Eu-
rope before construction may begin. 

The conference agreement also 
charts a path forward to provide the 
President with options for a conven-
tional prompt global strike, consoli-
dating funds requested for the Conven-
tional Trident Modification into a new, 
defense-wide research line for prompt 
global strike. 

Finally, we are boosting funding for 
space capabilities that deliver near- 
term benefits to the warfighter and im-
proves space situational awareness and 
survivability. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill strikes a bal-
ance between near-term needs and 
long-term investment, and it creates 
the means to help bring our nuclear 
weapons policy into the 21st century. 

I urge my colleagues’ strong support 
on this legislation. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will note that the gentleman 
from New Jersey has 101⁄2 minutes re-
maining, the gentleman from Missouri 
has 91⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York, the ranking member of the Mili-
tary Personnel Subcommittee, Mr. 
MCHUGH. 

Mr. MCHUGH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve said on occasions in 
the past in similar situations that it’s 
always a source of great pride for those 
of us who have the honor and the op-
portunity to serve on the Personnel 
Subcommittee that when many Mem-
bers come to the floor in support of 
both this and past authorization bills, 
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one of the things that they cite most 
often are those initiatives emanating 
out of the Personnel Subcommittee, 
and I think that’s for a very good rea-
son. Because all of us, certainly in this 
Congress, but particularly in the House 
Armed Services Committee, recognize 
that for all of the things that make 
this Nation great, particularly for all 
of those things that make our military 
the greatest that has ever walked the 
face of the Earth, the one irreplaceable 
component is those who wear the uni-
form and those who, of course, love and 
support them, their spouses, their chil-
dren, their families. And in that re-
gard, I want to add my words of thanks 
to, of course, the distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Missouri, our 
ranking member, Congressman 
HUNTER, but also to Dr. SNYDER, who 
started the year off as the chairman of 
the Personnel Subcommittee, who 
went on to other challenges and, fortu-
nately for all of us, turned the reins 
over to the very able hands of the 
gentlelady from California (Mrs. 
Davis). 

As in years past, Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is rich in provisions that recognize 
the value of our military men and 
women in service and the need to sup-
port them, and to enrich the quality of 
lives of both those individuals and, of 
course, their families. And I suspect 
you have heard today, and rightfully 
will continue to hear, Mr. Speaker, of 
all of those good things; 3.5 percent pay 
raise, one-half percent above what the 
President requested, and more impor-
tantly, over the past 9 years, the con-
tinuation of our effort to reduce that 
gap between civilian pay and military 
that started at 13.5 percent. And with 
this 3.5 percent, it will move it down to 
3.4 percent. More needs to be done, but 
good progress. 

It critically increases end strength, 
which is such an important component 
in the high pace of operations and per-
sonnel tempos. It increases the Army 
by 13,000, the Marine Corps by 9,000; 
again, work that needs to be continued, 
but a good step on such an important 
problem. 

The report also contains important 
provisions of the bill that Dr. SNYDER 
and I had the honor of helping to ini-
tiate, that was later picked up by the 
committee and so many others to 
round it into a great provision to re-
spond to the disgraceful conditions 
that we all learned about at Walter 
Reed and end the frustration that ex-
ists between the DOD and veterans re-
tirement and disabilities systems. And 
it includes as well several rec-
ommendations from the President’s 
Commission on Care of America’s Re-
turning Wounded Warriors, better 
known as the Dole-Shalala Commis-
sion. 

From active to Reserve, this is a 
great bill and it deserves all of our sup-
port. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to my good friend and col-
league from California, who is the 

chairwoman on the Subcommittee on 
Personnel, Mrs. DAVIS. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I want to 
thank my distinguished chairman for 
his leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, while the holiday sea-
son is a time of joy for most Ameri-
cans, it can be a very difficult period 
for our servicemembers and their fami-
lies. When I sit down with members of 
our all-volunteer force, whether it’s in 
my district or in the mess halls in Iraq, 
I’m very aware of the stress military 
service can have on our 
servicemembers and, of course quite 
specifically, on all of their family 
members as well. The stress of being 
deployed over the holidays can only be 
more difficult. 

Mr. Speaker, a vital component of 
our strong national defense is the abil-
ity to care for members of our force, as 
well as recruit and retain men and 
women to serve in the military. To 
quote the first Commander in Chief, 
‘‘The willingness with which our young 
people are likely to serve in any war, 
no matter how justified, shall be di-
rectly proportional to how they per-
ceive the veterans of earlier wars were 
treated and appreciated by their Na-
tion.’’ With this bill, current and fu-
ture generations of servicemembers 
will know that their Nation cares for 
their sacrifice. 

Mr. Speaker, why is this bill impor-
tant to men and women in uniform? It 
provides a 3 percent across-the-board 
pay raise for our troops. The compensa-
tion we provide our servicemembers 
must remain competitive with the pri-
vate sector. 

We were also successful in making 
major improvements to the Reserve 
Montgomery GI Bill. For the first time 
there is a 10-year portability in bene-
fits for Reservists so they can continue 
to receive educational assistance after 
they separate. 

Additionally, this bill will help serv-
ices recruit and retain desperately 
needed health care professionals by 
prohibiting any further conversion of 
military medical professionals to civil-
ian positions. 

Mr. Speaker, most importantly, the 
mental health needs of our troops con-
tinue to grow, and this bill includes a 
number of provisions that will improve 
access to quality care for members and 
their families. The creation of Centers 
of Excellence on TBI and PTSD is just 
one example. 

This report also includes a number of 
the recommendations from the Dole- 
Shalala Commission, including an ex-
pansion of the Family and Medical 
Leave Act to cover family members of 
those on active duty so they can care 
for wounded servicemembers on ex-
tended leave for up to 26 workweeks. 
Family members will no longer have to 
choose between keeping their jobs and 
caring for a wounded loved one. 

This bill addresses one of the con-
cerns Members have heard from their 
constituent Reservists, early retire-
ment. The bill would reduce the age at 

which a member of the Ready Reserve 
can draw retired pay below the age of 
60 by 3 months for every aggregate 90 
days of active duty performed under 
specified circumstances. 

Mr. Speaker, there is so much more I 
wish we could do for our men and 
women who serve, but I feel that this 
bill represents the best efforts of this 
body to provide for our Nation’s Armed 
Forces and their families. 

I would like to thank my prede-
cessor, Representative SNYDER, and 
ranking member, Representative 
MCHUGH, and the Personnel Sub-
committee staff for all of their hard 
work on this conference report. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota, a retired U.S. Marine Corps 
colonel, Mr. KLINE. 

b 1430 
Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today along with 

my colleagues in strong support of this 
legislation. At a time when our Nation 
is at war on multiple fronts, we must 
maintain a strong commitment to 
these brave men and women in uniform 
who stand in defense of our Nation. 
This legislation takes a responsible, 
forward-looking approach to the fund-
ing of our current operations and pro-
vides for the needs of our American he-
roes. 

In addition to the things already 
mentioned by my colleagues, such as 
an increase in end strength and the 
very important pay raise, I am particu-
larly pleased at the inclusion of two 
important legislative provisions that I 
introduced earlier this year, the Yellow 
Ribbon Reintegration Program and au-
thorization for assignment incentive 
pay for National Guardsmen unfairly 
denied this benefit. 

The Yellow Ribbon Reintegration 
Program nationalizes a program cre-
ated by the Minnesota National Guard. 
Through experiences drawn from the 
deployments of smaller units to Iraq 
and Afghanistan, the Minnesota Guard 
developed a unique combat veteran re-
integration program with a focus on 
supporting servicemembers and their 
families throughout the entire deploy-
ment cycle. 

With this focus, the Minnesota Yel-
low Ribbon program has proven an ef-
fective means to prepare every combat 
veteran and their family for a safe, 
healthy and successful reintegration. 
This multifaceted program includes 
workshops and training events at 30- 
day, 60-day and 90-day intervals for 
servicemembers following their demo-
bilization. 

This bill also moves us toward fixing 
a major disparity among Minnesota 
National Guardsmen. Congress created 
assignment incentive pay to recognize 
the hardship of prolonged mobilization 
periods for Reservists and Guardsmen 
called up under partial mobilization 
authority. The military services, how-
ever, deploy Guardsmen and Reservists 
under other mobilization authorities. 
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Through no fault of their own, many 

Minnesota National Guardsmen who 
served in Bosnia and Kosovo were mo-
bilized using different authorities. 
When these same soldiers, many of 
them senior non-commissioned offi-
cers, were asked to deploy with their 
fellow Guardsmen to Iraq in 2006, those 
who had served in Kosovo were given 
$1,000 a month in assignment incentive 
pay while those who had served in Bos-
nia were not. Clearly this is not fair. I 
am very pleased that this legislation 
recognizes that and rectifies this dis-
parity. 

Mr. Speaker, I would encourage all of 
my colleagues to join me today in vot-
ing for this important legislation that 
supports our troops. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to my friend 
and colleague the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), a particularly 
articulate and thoughtful member of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding, and I congratulate our Chair-
man SKELTON on his great job in get-
ting this bill done and our ranking 
member, Mr. HUNTER. 

People criticize the Congress, I think 
justifiably, because they think we 
don’t get anything done and we can’t 
ever agree with each other. Well, this 
bill shows that we can get things done 
and we can agree with each other. 
There are many strongly held opinions 
about the war in Iraq, pro and con. But 
I think there is unanimity. We should 
show the people who wear the uniform 
of this country our appreciation by 
raising their pay. And this bill does 
that 3.5 percent across the board. I 
think there is unanimity that when we 
send our young men and women into 
harm’s way, they should have the best 
protection. And this bill puts $17.6 bil-
lion, the highest ever, into up-armored 
vehicles and protective gear for the 
troops in the field. I think there is una-
nimity that says that when someone is 
wounded in the service of this country, 
he or she should never be forgotten, 
ever, when they are in the VA health 
care system. So there is unanimity 
here for the Wounded Warrior Act. 

This bill is well worth supporting be-
cause it shows the broad support in 
this Congress for the men and women 
who serve this country, and I urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote. 

Mr. SAXTON. I yield 1 minute to my 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. 

I would like to thank Chairman 
SKELTON and Ranking Member HUNTER 
for their leadership in completing the 
conference report for FY08 National 
Defense Authorization Act. 

On December 6, Chairman SKELTON 
announced that an agreement had been 
reached on the conference report stat-
ing that ‘‘this bill supports the troops, 

restores readiness, and improves ac-
countability.’’ 

I would like to point out that this 
bill includes a key policy provision 
that directly supports our troops. This 
bill will amend the Service Members 
Civil Relief Act to protect the children 
and custody arrangements of 
servicemembers deployed in a contin-
gency operation. This provision is im-
portant because it protects our de-
ployed troops from courts that have 
been overturning established custody 
arrangements while a servicemember is 
serving our country in a contingency 
operation such as Iraq or Afghanistan. 

Today, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of this bill because it provides 
the child custody protection that our 
deployed troops deserve. Much is asked 
of our servicemembers, and mobiliza-
tion can disrupt and strain relation-
ships at home. This additional protec-
tion is needed to provide them peace of 
mind that the courts will not under-
take judicial proceedings considering 
their established custody rights with-
out them. This amendment protects 
them, and it protects their children. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to my friend and col-
league the gentlewoman from Arizona 
(Ms. GIFFORDS), a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and a con-
feree on this bill from the Committee 
on Small Business. 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Fiscal 
Year 2008 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. As a member of the Armed 
Services Committee, led by Chairman 
SKELTON, I am pleased to vote for a 
comprehensive bill that bolsters mili-
tary readiness, supports our military 
families, and makes sure that we have 
strong national security. 

In southern Arizona, I represent two 
major military installations and thou-
sands of military personnel. Having 
visited with troops both at home and 
abroad, I am well aware of the chal-
lenges our men and women in uniform 
face. New recruits at Davis-Monthan 
Air Force Base and Fort Huachuca cur-
rently earn just $18,000 a year. Many of 
them have families. This bill recog-
nizes their commitment and gives 
them a 3.5 percent pay increase. 

Our military is facing a retention cri-
sis. In this time of war, our armed serv-
ices must have the best and brightest. 
We must retain those men and women 
by providing them the best training, 
equipment, and support possible. From 
southern Arizona to Afghanistan, we 
have to ensure that our men and 
women are ready to face any challenge. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support our troops and our 
national security by voting for this es-
sential legislation. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I want to say a word on behalf of the 
Air Land Subcommittee. I want to first 
thank our great subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, the gentleman 
from Hawaii, for his outstanding work 

and for his great cooperation on our 
subcommittee. 

The major highlights of the Air Land 
Subcommittee’s portion of this bill 
provide aircraft providing multiyear 
procurement authority for the CH–47 
helicopter program; ensures continued 
development of two options for the pro-
pulsion system for the Joint Strike 
Fighter; authorizes $2.3 billion for 
eight badly needed C–17 aircraft; and 
allows the Air Force to proceed with 
their request to divest 24 C–130E and 85 
KC–135E aircraft. These retirements 
will greatly help the Air Force. The 
aircraft are grounded or are unable to 
be used in combat operations. 

The land forces under our sub-
committee benefited from several areas 
of upgraded armor: the mine resistant 
ambush protected MRAP vehicles; the 
up-armored Humvees; the body armor 
that we provide in the IED fragment 
armor kits are very important ele-
ments of the bill. We also authorized 
$3.4 billion for the Army’s future com-
bat systems. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of De-
fense continues to have acquisition di-
rectives that are rarely followed. This 
is not a good thing. Requirements for 
advancement through research and de-
velopment to procurement, these provi-
sions are routinely waived by the De-
partment of Defense. It is hard to know 
if acquisition policies actually work if 
we rarely follow them. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report 
takes steps to address some of these 
issues, and I am encouraged by some of 
the things that I have recently seen 
and heard coming from the Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology and Logistics. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
supports our military men and women 
and provides them with the equipment 
they need while at the same time tak-
ing steps to redress acquisition con-
cerns of Congress. This conference re-
port certainly in this regard deserves 
all of our support. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to my friend 
and colleague the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CARNEY), a conferee 
on this bill from the Committee on 
Homeland Security. 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, I do rise 
today in support of the 2008 Defense au-
thorization bill, H.R. 1585. This bill ad-
dresses many of the problems facing 
our military, as we have seen today. 

As we know, the bill has many strong 
provisions. I would like to take a mo-
ment to address one in particular, in-
creasing education benefits to our Na-
tional Guard and Reservists. The GI 
Bill has provided education to many of 
our Nation’s fine and honorable men 
and women. Indeed, in my own family, 
I grew up knowing what a difference it 
could make. Unfortunately, the GI Bill 
has a provision which excludes our Na-
tional Guard and Reservists from re-
ceiving their GI Bill benefits after they 
have left the military. 

One of my first actions in Congress 
was to introduce bipartisan legislation 
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to give the National Guard and Reserve 
members up to 10 years to take advan-
tage of their GI education benefits. 
This proposal is similar to the benefits 
extended to active duty members of the 
military. 

Under current law, a Guardsman or 
Reservist loses their benefit when they 
decide to leave the service or shortly 
thereafter. The National Guard and Re-
serve are becoming indistinguishable 
from active duty now, and these men 
and women serve their country only to 
return to realize their education bene-
fits are set to expire. This legislation 
fixes that, and I am proud to be a spon-
sor. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair as to how much time 
is remaining on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ROSS). The gentleman from New Jersey 
has 21⁄2 minutes remaining and the gen-
tlewoman from California has 31⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. AKIN). 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, the author-
ization bill that is in front of us here 
today stands in some contrast to other 
pieces of work of this last year. It 
stands in contrast because it isn’t 
dolled up with all kinds of partisan and 
very controversial kinds of things. It’s 
a bill that is just quietly getting the 
job done. 

I think the Members of the House, 
both Republican and Democrat, should 
be pleased with the quality of what has 
been put together. It does the job. It 
funds our troops. It lays out the proper 
kinds of equipment and spending prior-
ities that are absolutely necessary for 
the defense of our country. I’m thank-
ful that we were able to reject the hate 
crimes legislation that had no part on 
this bill, that was done also by this 
House for standing strong, and what 
was just the simple accomplishment of 
the job of funding Defense and pro-
viding for the defense of our country, 
so hats off to the staff, and hats off to 
the different people that were able to 
put this together. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very happy to yield 1 minute to my 
friend and colleague the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ). 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank Chairman SKELTON and 
Ranking Member HUNTER for bringing 
this good piece of legislation to the 
floor. 

This bill, H.R. 1585, fulfills our basic 
duty in this Congress to provide for the 
national defense. There are several im-
portant pieces of this legislation that 
are particularly meaningful to me as a 
24-year veteran of our Army National 
Guard. There is an amendment in here 
to address the issue of the Federal tui-
tion assistance program that too many 
of our returning servicemembers are 
unable to use. It also includes an im-
portant provision that we worked on in 
the VA Committee on making sure the 
electronic medical records between 

DOD and VA truly do become seamless. 
Finally, there is a very important re-
peal of changes that were made to a 
200-year-old piece of legislation, the In-
surrection Act, that Mr. DAVIS from 
Virginia and I worked on with our Na-
tion’s Governors that will restore indi-
vidual State control over their Na-
tional Guard units. 

These provisions are only a small 
part of this bill. There’s a needed pay 
raise and expanded care and research 
into TBI for our returning warriors. 
This legislation is packed with provi-
sions to make good on this Congress’ 
promise that we will keep every single 
promise to our veterans and make 
them a priority. 

Our most precious resource in our na-
tional defense are those service- 
members who are willing to risk every-
thing to defend this Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this. 
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to yield 1 minute to my friend 
and colleague the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE), a con-
feree on this bill from the Committee 
on Small Business. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to highlight two specific provisions 
that are included in this landmark leg-
islation that we are discussing today. 

This bill contains legislation that I, 
along with Congressman TOM UDALL, 
offered as an amendment during initial 
House consideration of this bill. It will 
allow military families to use family 
and medical leave time to manage 
issues such as child care and financial 
planning that arise as a result of the 
deployment of an immediate family 
member. 

This bill also contains the language 
from my bill, H.R. 1944, that requires 
the VA to operate a comprehensive 
program of long-term care for rehabili-
tation of traumatic brain injury, which 
has become the signature injury of the 
wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It also 
creates and maintains a TBI veterans 
health registry. 

These provisions will directly impact 
and improve the lives of our brave men 
and women in uniform and their fami-
lies. I am proud that they have been in-
cluded in this bill. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the chairman as to how many 
additional speakers he has. 

Mr. SKELTON. It appears we have no 
additional speakers except myself. 

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. First let me, again, 
sincerely thank Chairman SKELTON for 
the great job that he has done here 
bringing us to the floor with this bill 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, President Ronald 
Reagan used to say that all of the 
things that Congress does are impor-
tant and all the programs that we fund 
are great programs and important pro-
grams. But then he would say, ‘‘But 

none of that really matters much if we 
don’t have a good system to protect 
the American people and our national 
security.’’ I have kept that in mind 
ever since I was a freshman here, be-
cause that was when I heard him say 
that. 

b 1445 
I believe that this bill today carries 

on that same kind of tradition, because 
we work together as Republicans and 
Democrats, understanding that we 
have a finite amount of money and re-
sources to put toward our national se-
curity, and therefore it’s incumbent 
upon us to do it the best way we can. 

We do face a multitude of threats to 
our way of life and our national secu-
rity interests, and as legislators, we 
therefore must accept that it is our re-
sponsibility to ensure that our brave 
men and women in uniform have the 
best available tools at their disposal to 
combat those threats and protect those 
interests. 

The provisions of this bill go a con-
siderable way in demonstrating that 
kind of support. And so I urge all Mem-
bers to support this bill, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, before I 
make my closing remarks, I would 
yield 1 minute to my friend from Iowa, 
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Mr. LOEBSACK. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank especially Chair-
man SKELTON for yielding 1 minute. I 
want to thank Chairman SKELTON and 
Ranking Member HUNTER for their bi-
partisan leadership on this bill. I am 
proud to work with them to restore the 
readiness of our military, support our 
deployed troops and their families, and 
increase the oversight of our ongoing 
presence in Iraq. 

Our National Guard and active duty 
forces are stretched to the breaking 
point. This bill takes great strides to 
address this critical issue to ensure our 
Guard are properly trained and 
equipped to respond to threats both 
home and abroad. Moreover, this legis-
lation includes an amendment that I 
offered with Representative CUMMINGS 
of Maryland which requires General 
Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker to 
report to Congress every three months 
on the status of military operations 
and political reconciliation in Iraq. 
Such oversight is crucial to our ability 
to find a new way forward in Iraq. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
vital legislation, and I thank Chairman 
SKELTON once again for allowing me to 
speak for 1 minute. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri is recognized for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
a good number of provisions that have 
not been fully discussed today, includ-
ing contracting reform and acquisition 
reform. We did speak of roles and mis-
sions. But I wish to stress, Mr. Speak-
er, of the years I have had the privilege 
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of serving in this body, this has to be 
the best, most comprehensive, troop- 
friendly, family-friendly and readiness- 
friendly bill that we have ever had. 

When it first came to the House be-
fore we had our conference, it had a 
very, very strong vote here, and, Mr. 
Speaker, I hope we have as strong a 
vote when we seek the final passage on 
this bill today. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. SKELTON, 
chairman of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for his leadership in bringing the Con-
ference Report on H.R. 1585, the ‘‘National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008,’’ expeditiously to the House floor. This 
legislation includes critical program and fund-
ing authorizations for the men and women in 
our Nation’s armed forces. 

This Conference Report contains several 
provisions that fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, including provisions that affect the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, the United States 
Coast Guard, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the General Services Administra-
tion. I have no objection to the inclusion of 
most of these provisions. 

I rise today in opposition to one provision in 
the final Conference Report that significantly 
affects the responsibility of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, ‘‘Corps.’’ Section 2875 re-
wards the city of Woonsocket, RI, for failing its 
statutory obligation to operate and maintain its 
local levee by shifting responsibility for this 
now-failing levee to the Federal government. 
Current law provides that operation and main-
tenance responsibility for flood control projects 
is a non-Federal responsibility. However, this 
section requires the Corps to conduct any re-
pairs or rehabilitation of the existing structure, 
including its replacement. 

This provision is bad policy, because it es-
tablishes the precedent that the Federal gov-
ernment will assume responsibility for failing 
flood control systems, which according to the 
Corps, may include an inventory of roughly 
15,000 miles of levees and other flood control 
structures, nationwide. 

This provision also creates the false impres-
sion that communities that sign contractual ob-
ligations with the United States, through the 
Corps, can have these contracts overturned 
by congressional action if the community can 
convince one Member of Congress that the 
community lacks sufficient resources to meet 
their operation and maintenance responsibil-
ities. 

The Corps is often called upon to construct 
flood control projects, in partnership with a 
non-Federal interest under a normal cost-shar-
ing agreement. Once the project is completed, 
the responsibility for long-term operation and 
maintenance is transferred to the non-Federal 
interest. With the exception of the projects 
along the Mississippi River that are part of the 
Mississippi River and Tributaries project 
(MRT), the Corps is typically not responsible 
for operation and maintenance of flood control 
projects. 

The Corps currently has responsibility for 
operation and maintenance of navigation 
projects. For these projects, the backlog for 
operation and maintenance of existing Federal 
responsibilities is roughly $4 billion annually, 
but appropriations for operation and mainte-
nance have hovered around $2 billion. The re-

sult is that roughly 50 percent of vitally needed 
operation and maintenance responsibilities of 
the Corps are not being met, and are deferred 
to future appropriations. To shift additional op-
eration and maintenance responsibilities to the 
Corps is unwise and is likely to impair the abil-
ity of the Corps to carry out its existing obliga-
tions for operation and maintenance. 

During pre-conference negotiations, I pro-
posed to provide the city of Woonsocket with 
some flexibility related to the cost of operation 
and maintenance of this project, but not a per-
manent blanket waiver of operation and main-
tenance. 

I proposed two solutions, which I believe 
would have addressed the concerns of the city 
of Woonsocket. Unfortunately, the Senate was 
unwilling to compromise, and both proposals 
were rejected. 

Both proposals would have authorized the 
Corps of Engineers to assume greater respon-
sibility for the reconstruction of the failing 
levee system, but would have continued the 
long-term operation and maintenance respon-
sibilities for the city of Woonsocket. I believe 
that both offers were made in the spirit of 
compromise without violating fundamental 
statutory and contractual responsibilities of the 
non-Federal sponsor. Both offers would have 
allowed the city of Woonsocket to start fresh 
with a structurally sound flood control system, 
provided that the city retained its obligation to 
operate and maintain the levee system. 

I continue to believe that this shift of oper-
ation and maintenance responsibility is bad 
policy that will worsen the backlog of deferred 
operation and maintenance responsibility for 
the Corps and set a poor precedent of shifting 
responsibilities for other projects in the future. 

I opposed a similar provision in last year’s 
Defense Authorization bill that changed oper-
ation and maintenance responsibility from the 
local sponsor to the Federal government for 
another project in Rhode Island. 

As chairman of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, I will continue to ex-
plore the implications of these changes in op-
eration and maintenance responsibilities in the 
formulation of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2008. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this conference report. 

I applaud Chairman SKELTON for his leader-
ship in guiding this conference report to the 
floor today. He and Ranking Member HUNTER 
have done a tremendous Job, and they have 
been ably supported by the expert staff of our 
committee. 

I’m particularly grateful to Chairman SKEL-
TON for working with me to include things im-
portant for Colorado, including: a provision to 
keep the cleanup of the Pueblo Chemical 
Depot on track and fully funded; a review of 
DOD’s training requirements for helicopter op-
erations in high-altitude conditions, a provision 
that will help the High-Altitude Army National 
Guard Training Site in my district to establish 
its need for additional training helicopters; lan-
guage requiring the Army to make its case for 
expansion at the Pinon Canyon Maneuver 
Site; an agreement between the Air Force and 
the city of Pueblo about flight operations at the 
Pueblo airport; a report on opportunities for 
leveraging Defense Department funds with 
States’ funds to prevent disruption in the event 
of electric grid or pipeline failures; and restric-
tions on the move of key NORAD functions 
from Cheyenne Mountain to Peterson Air 

Force Base until security implications and 
promised cost savings are analyzed. 

I am also pleased that the final bill includes 
two amendments I offered in committee, in-
cluding one to repeal a provision adopted last 
year that makes it easier for the president to 
federalize the National Guard for domestic law 
enforcement purposes during emergencies. By 
repealing this, my amendment restores the 
role of the Governors with regard to this sub-
ject. My other amendment extends for 5 years 
the Office of the Ombudsman that assists peo-
ple claiming benefits under the Energy Em-
ployees Occupational Illness Compensation 
Program Act, EEOICPA, which is so important 
for affected workers from the Rocky Flats site 
in my district. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill rightly focuses on our 
military’s readiness needs. 

After 5 years at war, both the active duty 
and reserve forces are stretched to their limits. 
The bill will provide what’s needed to respond, 
including a substantial Strategic Readiness 
Fund, adding funds for National Guard equip-
ment and training, requiring a plan for rebuild-
ing our prepositioned stocks, and establishing 
a Defense Readiness Production Board to mo-
bilize the industrial base to address equipment 
shortfalls. 

It also provides important funds for the Base 
Realignment and Closure process, including 
additional funds to assist communities ex-
pected to absorb large numbers of personnel 
as a result of the BRAC decision. This funding 
is especially important to Colorado, given that 
Fort Carson in Colorado Springs will add 
10,000 soldiers and will be home to 25,000 
troops by 2009. 

The bill provides substantial resources to 
improve protection of our troops, including ad-
ditional funds for Mine Resistant Ambush Pro-
tected Vehicles, body armor, lED jammers, 
and up-armored Humvees for our troops in the 
field. Consistent with the Tauscher-Udall Army 
expansion bill in the last Congress, the bill en-
larges the Army and Marine Corps to help 
ease the strain on our troops and provides for 
an increase in National Guard personnel. And 
it will provide for a 3.5 percent across-the- 
board pay raise for servicemembers, boost 
funding for the Defense Health Program, and 
prohibit increasing TRICARE and pharmacy 
user fee increases. 

The bill incorporates provisions from the 
Wounded Warrior Assistance Act, which 
passed the House earlier this year and was 
driven by the revelations of mistreatment and 
mismanagement at Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center. These provisions establish new re-
quirements to provide the people, training, and 
oversight needed to ensure high-quality care 
and efficient administrative processing at Wal-
ter Reed and throughout the active duty mili-
tary services. The bill also establishes a Mili-
tary Mental Health Initiative to coordinate all 
mental health research and development with-
in the Defense Department, and establishes a 
Traumatic Brain Injury Initiative to allow 
emerging technologies and treatments to com-
pete for funding. 

Given the increased use of the National 
Guard and Reserves in recent years, the bill 
gives important new authorities to the National 
Guard to fulfill its expanded role, including au-
thorizing a fourth star for the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau, making the National 
Guard Bureau a joint activity of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and requiring that at least 
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one deputy of Northern Command be a Na-
tional Guard officer. 

The final bill also addresses ongoing prob-
lems of contracting fraud by tightening controls 
on managing contracts and improving whistle-
blower protections, as well as improving ac-
countability in contracting by requiring public 
justification of the use of procedures that pre-
vent full and open competition. 

I’m pleased that the conference report fully 
supports the goals of the Department of En-
ergy nonproliferation programs and the De-
partment of Defense Cooperative Threat Re-
duction program, consistent with the 9–11 
Commission recommendations. The bill also 
slows development of a Reliable Replacement 
Warhead and establishes a bipartisan com-
mission to evaluate U.S. strategic posture for 
the future, including the role that nuclear 
weapons should play in our national security 
strategy. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report we are 
considering today does an excellent job of bal-
ancing the need to sustain our current 
warfighting abilities with the need to prepare 
for the next threat to our national security. It 
is critical that we are able to meet the oper-
ational demands of today even as we continue 
to prepare our men and women in uniform to 
be the best trained and equipped force in the 
world. 

This is a good bill, a carefully drafted and 
bipartisan bill, and I urge its passage. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference agreement on H.R. 
1585 and would like to thank my distinguished 
colleague, Chairman IKE SKELTON, for his hard 
work and leadership on this important legisla-
tion. I am grateful for his partnership on critical 
matters of national security. 

The struggle against terrorism requires a 
global campaign centered on engagement with 
the Muslim world. It also requires us to 
strengthen our partners’ capabilities to fight 
terror and to maintain our own military capa-
bilities in this area. 

I welcome the efforts by the Committee on 
Armed Services to adjust the Department of 
Defense’s legal authorities to meet this chal-
lenge. To its credit, the Department recog-
nizes that ‘‘soft’’ power makes the use of mili-
tary force more effective by fostering stability 
among vulnerable populations. To that end, 
the Pentagon has sought a variety of foreign 
assistance-related authorities traditionally im-
plemented by the State Department. 

I particularly welcome the Defense Depart-
ment’s efforts to address shortcomings in our 
national security bureaucracy. In the arena of 
stability operations, I, more than anyone, am 
aware of the budget shortfalls confronting the 
State Department, and I am fully aware that 
the men and women in uniform do not at 
times receive the expanded support that they 
need during stabilization operations. 

I am also pleased that the Defense author-
ization bill follows the lead of H.R. 885, the 
Lantos-Hobson ‘‘International Nuclear Fuel for 
Peace and Nonproliferation Act, passed by the 
House in June, to designate $50 million to 
support the establishment of an international 
nuclear fuel bank, under multilateral control 
and direction, to remove any rational incentive 
for countries to build their own uranium enrich-
ment plants—facilities that can make fuel for 
both civil power reactors and nuclear weap-
ons. It also supports international efforts to 
build international pressure on Iran by ad-

dressing Tehran’s claims that it must build a 
massive enrichment facility because there is 
no international assurance of supply of reactor 
fuel. 

Notwithstanding these gains, there are a 
few aspects of this legislation which require 
continued vigilant oversight by the Foreign Af-
fairs and Defense committees. First, we must 
ensure that the administration and the Con-
gress work together to develop appropriate 
nonproliferation safeguards for implementation 
of the fuel bank. In particular, I look forward to 
working with the executive branch on criteria 
for access by foreign countries to any fuel 
bank established by the IAEA with materials or 
funds provided by the United States. 

Second, to the extent that core functions of 
the State Department are being duplicated by 
the Department of Defense, both the Defense 
and Foreign Relations committees must en-
sure that the national instruments of soft 
power remain coherent, coordinated and suffi-
ciently authorized and funded. In the words of 
Secretary Robert Gates: 

If we are to meet the myriad challenges 
around the world in the coming decades, this 
country must strengthen other important 
elements of national power both institution-
ally and financially, and create the capa-
bility to integrate and apply all of the ele-
ments of national power to problems and 
challenges abroad. 

We must ensure that the State Department 
in particular is adequately resourced to maxi-
mize its role in the fight against terror. Our 
oversight must also ensure that assistance is 
carried out both by the Defense and State de-
partments in a coordinated, unified fashion. In 
that spirit, I look forward to reviewing the re-
port required by Section 1209 of this bill, 
which will require the Department of Defense 
to provide a global snapshot of the foreign as-
sistance activities it currently undertakes. 

I again applaud the work of my colleagues 
in producing a bill that is a tribute to our men 
and women in uniform and advances Amer-
ican security. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 1585, the National Defense 
Authorization Act, NDAA, for Fiscal Year 2008. 
This legislation is vital to preventing terrorism 
and suppressing potential rogue states by up-
dating our defense systems, which will in turn 
protect the future of our Nation and our men 
and women at home. 

The ill-advised war in Iraq has put historic 
strains on our armed services. 

Our readiness is at an all-time low not wit-
nessed since the 1970s. The Army National 
Guard is operating with only 56 percent of its 
overall equipment needs. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, the funding and en-
actment of this bill is crucial. By authorizing 
$692.3 billion for defense and energy-defense 
related initiatives in 2008, this bill will strength-
en our military. It will also honor our veterans 
with the efficient and cutting edge health care 
they more than deserve. 

I am proud to say that an amendment that 
I introduced during the consideration of the 
NDAA before the House Committee on Armed 
Services makes certain that the voices of vet-
erans are heard by vesting the Secretary of 
Veterans’ Affairs with the power to appoint two 
members to the oversight board that will 
evaluate the current system and care provided 
to our veterans and active servicemembers. 

Working diligently with the House Armed 
Services Committee, many of my rec-

ommendations to the NDAA bill regarding Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom are included in the 
baseline text of this bill. 

Namely, these recommendations address 
the need for proper oversight of the recon-
struction efforts, putting an end to slanted no- 
bid contracts, along with the sharing and dis-
tribution of oil revenue resources to the Iraqi 
people so as to foster adequate reconstruction 
and facilitate national reconciliation. 

Moreover, I am proud to have worked with 
my friend and colleague on the House Armed 
Services Committee, Congressman LOEBSACK, 
in the adoption of our joint amendment at full 
committee, which requires Secretary Gates, 
General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker to 
provide perpetual reports to Congress on the 
status and implementation of the Joint Cam-
paign Plan, JCP, and the Iraqi Government’s 
efforts to implement political reform until the 
end of U.S. combat operations in Iraq. 

As such this amendment ensures that Con-
gress is supplied with (1) the information nec-
essary to provide proper and constructive 
oversight of our progress in Iraq, (2) sheds 
light on the conditions faced by our troops on 
the ground, and (3) supplies Congress with 
the crucial information needed to determine a 
responsible and timely troop redeployment. 

While violence has dropped in Iraq, there is 
a window of opportunity for the Iraqi Govern-
ment to make serious strides to achieve polit-
ical reform and in doing so strategically bring 
our troops home. Therefore, while we continue 
to urge this administration to shift policy in Iraq 
to one that is driven by multilateral and bilat-
eral diplomatic initiatives, we must also ensure 
that our remaining troops in Iraq are supplied 
with the support that they need. This bill pro-
vides over $17.6 billion for Mine Resistant Am-
bush Protected vehicles and $8 billion to buy 
medium and heavy tactical trucks fast enough 
to replace battle losses and to meet National 
Guard requirements, which are currently at 
dangerously low levels. 

Mr. Speaker, while we may be divided on 
the war in Iraq, we, must be united in guaran-
teeing that our brave men and women in uni-
form are well rested, well trained and well 
equipped—and that our veterans receive the 
services they deserve. We must also be 
united in ensuring that taxpayer dollars are 
spent as effectively and efficiently as possible. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this critical defense bill. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
the provisions in this conference report, unilat-
erally added by the Senate, that provide immi-
gration benefits to certain Iraqi refugees. As 
Ranking Member of the House ‘‘Subcommittee 
on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border 
Security and International Law,’’ these provi-
sions should have been discussed in their 
proper place, the House Judiciary Committee. 
However, I along with Ranking Member SMITH, 
were basically excluded from negotiations. 
There is no bipartisan support for these provi-
sions in the House Judiciary Committee. 

This bill grants special immigrant visas each 
year for the next 5 years to 5,000 Iraqi nation-
als and their families. The State Department 
has estimated that for every Iraqi national 
granted a visa, they will bring over at least 
four family members. Therefore, the number of 
special immigrant visas granted under this bill 
will reach 25,000 per year, or 125,000 total 
after 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, 125,000 Iraqis that support the 
United States would be a tremendous asset to 
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Iraq and the United States in the Middle East. 
These Iraqis should remain in their home 
country to rebuild it and encourage the spread 
of liberty. If we remove every Iraqi that is sup-
portive of the U.S. from Iraq, terrorists will 
have the upper hand. Iraq and the United 
States need these patriotic Iraqis to remain in 
Iraq and rebuild. 

While I sympathize with the Iraqi nationals 
who have been victims of this War on Terror, 
conditions within the country are improving. I 
encourage the Iraqis to stay and fight for their 
homeland and freedom alongside American 
troops. That’s how we win this War on Terror. 

For these reasons I oppose the provisions 
in the Conference Report to H.R. 1585 that 
provide U.S. immigration benefits to certain 
Iraqi refugees, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Rule. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, while I cannot 
support H.R. 1585, this legislation does con-
tain the provisions of H.R. 3481, the ‘‘Support 
for Injured Servicemembers Act,’’ a bill that I 
introduced in the House and which amends 
the Family and Medical Leave Act to provide 
6 months of leave for spouses, children, par-
ents and other ‘‘next of kin’’ to care for injured 
service members. H.R. 3481 implements one 
of the recommendations of the President’s 
Commission on Care for America’s Returning 
Wounded Warriors, chaired by Secretary 
Shalala and Senator DOLE. 

The Family and Medical Leave Act is in-
tended to help individuals balance their family 
and work obligations. Ninety million working 
people are now eligible for unpaid job pro-
tected leave for up to 12 weeks a year. When 
the Act was passed in 1993, it was a giant 
step and is of great importance to working 
families. 

Since a majority of military spouses work, 
they too must balance work and family. They 
work to put food on the table and support their 
families, just like the rest of us. But they face 
additional challenges because their lives are 
disrupted by multiple deployments, involving 
not only active service members but those in 
the National Guard and reserves as well. 

The conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan have 
resulted in over 30,000 casualties with many 
servicemembers being seriously wounded. 
These injured warriors need substantial sup-
port and care from their families, often for long 
periods of time, and some permanently. 

The Workforce Protections Subcommittee, 
which I chair, held a hearing in September on 
H.R. 3481. We heard from several witnesses 
about the need for extended family and med-
ical leave in these instances. 

Unfortunately, this Administration has let 
down our returning service members and their 
families. Therefore, I introduced H.R. 3481, so 
no matter where we come down on the merits 
of these conflicts, we can help families who 
support loved ones who put their lives on the 
line in Iraq and Afghanistan. The provisions of 
H.R. 3481 will certainly help. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of language in this conference 
report that includes several critical provisions 
to aid the resettlement of Iraqi refugees and 
internally displaced persons. 

First, I offer my sincere thanks to Chairman 
SKELTON and Senator KENNEDY for working to 
include this language in the conference report 
before us today. 

Since our invasion, well over 4 million Iraqis 
have fled their homes as a result of political 

instability, economic catastrophe, and ethnic 
and sectarian strife. 

Unable to legally find employment in their 
host countries, living in substandard housing 
with inadequate medical and educational facili-
ties, many refugees simply have no place to 
turn. 

While neighboring countries have struggled 
to cope with the strain of hosting millions of 
these refugees, our track record on refugee 
resettlement has been nothing short of an em-
barrassment. 

As the refugee crisis unfolded in Iraq and its 
neighboring countries in the aftermath of our 
invasion, the Departments of State and Home-
land Security stood by while a backlog of refu-
gees referred by the United Nations for reset-
tlement languished in the slums of Amman 
and other cities in the region. 

This legislation will help make up for the ad-
ministration’s inexcusably lethargic pace by 
setting out clear refugee processing priorities, 
mandating the centralization of Iraq refugee 
efforts in the State Department, requiring 
greater cooperation with those allies in the re-
gion who are hosting many of these refugees, 
and increasing congressional oversight of ref-
ugee assistance and resettlement programs. 

In addition, the language which we have 
worked together in great bipartisan fashion to 
include in this conference report also strength-
ens the Special Immigrant Visa program, for 
Iraqis who have worked for our Government 
and military in Iraq. 

Many of these Iraqis who served bravely be-
sides our troops and diplomats need our im-
mediate assistance. Singled out as collabo-
rators, they have been targeted by death 
squads, militias, and al-Qaeda. 

Clearly, we owe them more than just a debt 
of gratitude. We owe them a safe haven and 
a fresh start. 

While this legislation represents an impor-
tant step forward in our commitment to these 
refugees, it cannot be the last word on the 
matter. 

I look forward to working with my colleagues 
in the future to help us live up to our commit-
ments to these refugees. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 1585, the National 
Defense Authorization Act for the Fiscal Year 
2008. I urge my colleagues to pass the con-
ference report because the bill improves the 
readiness of our men and women in uniform 
and takes necessary steps toward ensuring 
that our wounded warriors get the care they 
deserve. I want to applaud the leadership of 
Chairman IKE SKELTON for working closely with 
Members on both sides of the aisle and 
across the Capitol to ensure that the legisla-
tion before the House of Representatives 
today will truly help our servicemembers in the 
field. 

I am especially pleased with section 374 of 
the bill, which provides for priority transpor-
tation on Department of Defense aircraft for 
military retirees residing in the United States 
territories who require specialty care that is 
not available in that territory. Specifically, a 
military retiree who requires specialty care and 
is under the age of 65 will be considered 
under category 4 priority instead of the current 
category 6 for space-available seats aboard 
Department of Defense aircraft. Section 374 
also requires the Department of Defense to 
submit a report to Congress indicating how it 
will internally address the issue of improved 

TRICARE coverage in the territories. I worked 
with the Department of Defense over the past 
several years to address the specialty care 
travel dilemma but no satisfactory resolution 
ever emerged. The provision that I sponsored 
that is contained in this bill begins to address 
the concerns that have been raised by military 
retirees on Guam regarding their access to 
space-available seats on Department of De-
fense aircraft. This provision represents an im-
provement over the current situation but more 
work remains to strengthen TRICARE benefits 
for retirees in the territories. I thank the profes-
sional staff of the House Armed Services 
Committee who worked diligently with me and 
my staff to include this provision in the final 
version of the legislation. 

The bill also includes language that allows 
the U.S. Army to remain as the program man-
agement executive for the joint cargo aircraft 
program. The provision requires several re-
ports to be submitted to Congress before ap-
propriated funds can be expended by the U.S. 
Army or the U.S. Air Force for procurement of 
additional aircraft. The joint cargo aircraft pro-
gram is critical to replacing aging C–23 Sher-
pa aircraft that are operated by the Army Na-
tional Guard. It is also critical so that certain 
Air National Guard units do not lose their fly-
ing missions. The joint cargo aircraft program 
provides critical intra-theater lift capabilities 
delivering supplies to servicemembers in the 
field. I thank my colleagues, Mr. COURTNEY of 
Connecticut and Mr. HAYES of North Carolina, 
for their support and leadership on this matter. 

As I stated earlier, this piece of legislation 
helps to improve the readiness of our forces. 
In particular for Guam, the bill authorizes just 
over $290 million for military construction on 
our island. This funding will provide continued 
economic opportunities for businesses on 
Guam and begin to fund improvements to crit-
ical infrastructure that is needed before the re-
alignment of military personnel begins. In par-
ticular, I requested a project be added to the 
bill to build a technical training facility at North-
west Field on Andersen Air Force Base. This 
project is a needed training facility for emerg-
ing missions at Andersen Air Force Base. As 
the 607th Training Flight ‘‘Commando Warrior’’ 
Unit moves from Osan Air Base, Korea they 
will need this facility to ensure optimal readi-
ness for missions at Andersen Air Force Base. 

Finally, I am encouraged to see portions of 
the National Guard Empowerment Act in-
cluded within H.R. 1585. We will finally give 
the National Guard the recognition and tools 
that they need to continue operating as a 
dual-hatted force responding to crises at home 
and abroad. As a former lieutenant governor, 
I know first-hand, how brave, valiant and es-
sential the National Guard is to the safety and 
security of our Nation. Elevating the Chief of 
the National Guard Bureau to a four-star gen-
eral helps to give the Guard the priority in de-
cisionmaking that it deserves. The provision 
making the National Guard Bureau become a 
joint activity within the Department of Defense 
is even more important. Now that the National 
Guard Bureau is a joint activity I hope that the 
Department of Defense will give very serious 
consideration to giving State Adjutants Gen-
eral joint credit for their service to the State or 
territory. The National Guard is truly a joint 
force and the work of their general officers 
should be recognized as such. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to adopt H.R. 1585. 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, for years 

I have spoken out and voted against wasteful 
Defense spending that often serves to make 
us less safe and takes money from more use-
ful programs. I am concerned that there is still 
too much money in this legislation for unnec-
essary weapons systems and other outdated 
holdovers from the cold war and too little to 
deal with the challenges of today. However, I 
am pleased that this bill takes some steps in 
the direction of reform, and I hope that it pro-
vides a platform for further progress. 

I support this bill because it includes provi-
sions from the ‘‘Responsibility to Iraqi Refu-
gees Act,’’ which I introduced in May and 
which were added in the Senate as an 
amendment by Senator KENNEDY. This bill will 
provide 5,000 special immigrant visas for each 
of the next 5 years to Iraqis at risk because 
they helped the United States, require the 
Secretary of State to establish refugee proc-
essing in Iraq and other countries in the re-
gion, and direct the Secretary of State to des-
ignate a special coordinator at the Embassy in 
Baghdad. 

We need a wholesale change in attitude 
that puts the needs of Iraqis at the forefront of 
our Iraq policy, rather than using them as 
pawns in political games. It is ironic, to be 
generous, to hear President Bush repeatedly 
talk about the humanitarian crisis and massive 
out-flows that would follow what he called a 
‘‘precipitous’’ withdrawal. This only illustrates 
the state of denial over the humanitarian crisis 
currently happening. 

This is one area where our moral responsi-
bility to these unfortunate people can be used 
to bring together those of disparate viewpoints 
in a cooperative effort that might serve as a 
template for how we solve greater problems 
associated with the war. One of the burdens 
of those who would be world leaders and the 
responsibility of those who make war is to 
deal with the consequences of their decisions. 
Innocent victims of war and civil strife are too 
often the invisible and forgotten casualties. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this important legislation, 
and I commend my friend, Chairman IKE SKEL-
TON for his leadership in crafting this bipartisan 
product. 

I support this conference report because it 
focuses on the readiness crisis of the United 
States military and puts our men and women 
in uniform first and foremost. It will provide our 
soldiers in harm’s way with the best gear and 
force protection possible. As a veteran of the 
U.S. Army and as the Representative for Fort 
Bragg, I support this bill that will provide our 
troops better health care, better pay, and the 
benefits they have earned. 

America has the finest military in the world. 
Unfortunately, the current Administration’s poli-
cies in Iraq have depleted our great military 
and put tremendous strain on our troops. 
Army readiness has dropped to unprece-
dented levels, and Army National Guard units 
have, on average, only 40 percent of the re-
quired equipment. And many stateside units 
are not fully equipped and would not be con-
sidered ready if called upon to respond during 
an emergency such as a hurricane. 

This conference report helps restore our na-
tion’s military readiness by creating a $1 billion 
Strategic Readiness Fund to address equip-
ment shortfalls, fully funding the Army’s and 
Marine Corps’ equipment reset requirements 
and authorizing $980 million to provide the 

National Guard and Reserve critically needed 
equipment. 

This bill protects our troops in harm’s way 
by authorizing $17.6 billion, an increase of 
$865 million, for additional MRAPs vehicle 
armor, $4.8 billion for anti-IED road-side bomb 
efforts, $3.3 billion for up-armored Humvees, 
$1.5 billion for add-on armor for other vehicles 
and $1.2 billion for body armor. 

The measure supports our troops and their 
families, by giving the military a pay raise larg-
er than requested by the President, prohibiting 
fee increases in TRICARE and the TRICARE 
pharmacy program, and strengthening benefits 
for the troops and their families, as promised 
in the GI Bill of Rights for the 21st Century. 

It includes the Wounded Warrior Act, which 
responds to the Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center scandal by improving the care of in-
jured soldiers returning from Iraq and Afghani-
stan—addressing many of the issues raised 
by the Dole-Shalala Commission and imple-
menting several of its recommendations. 

It improves accountability and cracks down 
on waste, fraud and abuse in contracting in-
cluding requiring new steps to manage and 
oversee contracts in Iraq and Afghanistan and 
requiring detailed new regulations for private 
security contractors, such as Blackwater em-
ployees, mandating the appropriate use of 
force. 

The bill also includes new bipartisan report-
ing requirements under which DOD will regu-
larly brief Congress on the planning taking 
place to responsibly redeploy U.S. forces from 
Iraq. It incorporates the National Guard Em-
powerment Act, which gives the National 
Guard enhanced authorities to fulfill its ex-
panded role in the Nation’s defense, including 
authorizing a fourth star for the Chief of the 
National Guard Bureau, requiring at least one 
deputy of the Northern Command to be a Na-
tional Guard Officer, and making the National 
Guard Bureau a joint activity of the DOD. And 
it requires the Pentagon to include in its quar-
terly readiness reports the state-by-state capa-
bility of the National Guard to achieve its 
homeland and civil support missions, such as 
disaster response. The bill increases end 
strength by authorizing 13,000 additional sol-
diers for the Army and 9,000 additional Ma-
rines in FY 2008. 

Significantly, this legislation provides all 
service members a pay raise of 3.5 percent, 
which is 0.5 percent more than the President’s 
budget request, and increases monthly hard-
ship duty pay to a maximum of $1,500 (up 
from $150 per month), and provides special 
pays and bonuses. 

The bill will also upgrade military health care 
for our troops, veterans and military retirees. It 
preserves health benefits by prohibiting fee in-
creases in TRICARE and the TRICARE phar-
macy services for military personnel and retir-
ees. It prohibits cuts in military medical per-
sonnel and fully funds the Defense Health pro-
gram facility maintenance, particularly at Wal-
ter Reed. It extends VA health insurance for 
service members who served in combat in the 
Persian Gulf War or future hostilities for five 
years instead of two years. And the con-
ference report enhances benefits specifically 
for reservists. 

I commend my North Carolina colleague 
Congressman DAVID PRICE for his work on 
contractor accountability, and I support the in-
clusion in this conference report of his legisla-
tion to crack down on waste, fraud and abuse 
in contracting. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many more provi-
sions of this important legislation worthy of 
support, and I urge my colleagues to join me 
in voting to pass it. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TO CORRECT THE ENROLLMENT 
OF THE BILL H.R. 1585 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the desk a concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 269) and ask unanimous con-
sent for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the concurrent resolution 

is as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 269 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That, in the enrollment of 
the bill H.R. 1585, the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives shall make the following 
corrections: 

(1) In the table in section 2201(a)— 
(A) strike ‘‘Alaska’’ in the State column 

and insert ‘‘Alabama’’; and 
(B) in the item relating to Naval Station, 

Bremerton, Washington, strike ‘‘$119,760,000’’ 
in the amount column and insert 
‘‘$190,960,000’’. 

(2) In section 2204(b)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), strike ‘‘Hawaii’’ and 

insert ‘‘Hawaii)’’; 
(B) in paragraph (3), strike ‘‘Guam’’ and in-

sert ‘‘Guam)’’; and 
(C) add at the end the following new para-

graph: 
‘‘(4) $71,200,000 (the balance of the amount 

authorized under section 2201(a) for a nuclear 
aircraft carrier maintenance pier at Naval 
Station Bremerton, Washington).’’. 

(3) In section 2703— 
(A) insert ‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS.—’’ before ‘‘Funds’’; 
(B) in paragraph (4), strike ‘‘$2,107,148,000’’ 

and insert ‘‘$2,241,062,000’’; and 
(C) add at the end the following new sub-

section: 
‘‘(b) GENERAL REDUCTION.—The amount 

otherwise authorized to be appropriated by 
subsection (a) is reduced by $133,914,000.’’. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:29 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A12DE7.029 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15354 December 12, 2007 
TERRORISM RISK INSURANCE PRO-

GRAM REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2007 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution 
862, I call up the bill (H.R. 4299) to ex-
tend the Terrorism Insurance Program 
of the Department of the Treasury, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4299 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Re-
authorization Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definition of act of terrorism. 
Sec. 3. Reauthorization of the program. 
Sec. 4. Annual liability cap. 
Sec. 5. Enhanced reports to Congress. 
Sec. 6. Coverage of group life insurance. 
Sec. 7. Large event reset. 
Sec. 8. Availability of life insurance without 

regard to lawful foreign travel. 
Sec. 9. Program trigger. 
Sec. 10. Applicability. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF ACT OF TERRORISM. 

Section 102(1)(A)(iv) of the Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘acting on behalf of 
any foreign person or foreign interest’’. 
SEC. 3. REAUTHORIZATION OF THE PROGRAM. 

(a) TERMINATION DATE.—Section 108(a) of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended by striking 
‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL PROGRAM YEARS.—Section 
102(11) of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act 
of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(G) ADDITIONAL PROGRAM YEARS.—Except 
when used as provided in subparagraphs (B) 
through (F), the term ‘Program Year’ means, 
as the context requires, any of Program Year 
1, Program Year 2, Program Year 3, Program 
Year 4, Program Year 5, or any of calendar 
years 2008 through 2014.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 
6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 102(7)(F)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and each Program Year 

thereafter’’ before ‘‘, the value’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘preceding Program Year 

5’’ and inserting ‘‘preceding that Program 
Year’’; 

(2) in section 103(e)(1)(A), by inserting ‘‘and 
each Program Year thereafter’’ after ‘‘Year 
5’’; 

(3) in section 103(e)(1)(B)(ii), by inserting 
before the period at the end ‘‘and any Pro-
gram Year thereafter’’; 

(4) in section 103(e)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘of 
Program Years 2 through 5’’ and inserting 
‘‘Program Year thereafter’’; 

(5) in section 103(e)(3), by striking ‘‘of Pro-
gram Years 2 through 5,’’ and inserting 
‘‘other Program Year’’; and 

(6) in section 103(e)(6)(E), by inserting ‘‘and 
any Program Year thereafter’’ after ‘‘Year 
5’’. 
SEC. 4. ANNUAL LIABILITY CAP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 103(e)(2) of the 
Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(until such time as the 

Congress may act otherwise with respect to 
such losses)’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘that 
amount’’ and inserting ‘‘the amount of such 
losses’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting before 
the period at the end ‘‘, except that, notwith-
standing paragraph (1) or any other provi-
sion of Federal or State law, no insurer may 
be required to make any payment for insured 
losses in excess of its deductible under sec-
tion 102(7) combined with its share of insured 
losses under paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section’’. 

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—Section 103(e)(3) 
of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 
(15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘The Secretary shall provide an initial no-
tice to Congress not later than 15 days after 
the date of an act of terrorism, stating 
whether the Secretary estimates that aggre-
gate insured losses will exceed 
$100,000,000,000.’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘and the Congress shall’’ 
and all that follows through the end of the 
paragraph and inserting a period. 

(c) REGULATIONS FOR PRO RATA PAYMENTS; 
REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Section 103(e)(2)(B) of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘For purposes’’ and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 240 

days after the date of enactment of the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2007, the Secretary shall issue 
final regulations for determining the pro 
rata share of insured losses under the Pro-
gram when insured losses exceed 
$100,000,000,000, in accordance with clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
120 days after the date of enactment of the 
Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reau-
thorization Act of 2007, the Secretary shall 
provide a report to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Financial Services 
of the House of Representatives describing 
the process to be used by the Secretary for 
determining the allocation of pro rata pay-
ments for insured losses under the Program 
when such losses exceed $100,000,000,000.’’. 

(d) DISCLOSURE.—Section 103(b) of the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 
6701 note) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) in the case of any policy that is issued 
after the date of enactment of the Terrorism 
Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization 
Act of 2007, the insurer provides clear and 
conspicuous disclosure to the policyholder of 
the existence of the $100,000,000,000 cap under 
subsection (e)(2), at the time of offer, pur-
chase, and renewal of the policy;’’. 

(e) SURCHARGES.—Section 103(e) of the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 
6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7)— 
(A) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘133 

percent of’’ before ‘‘any mandatory 
recoupment’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) TIMING OF MANDATORY RECOUPMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary is re-

quired to collect terrorism loss risk-spread-
ing premiums under subparagraph (C)— 

‘‘(I) for any act of terrorism that occurs on 
or before December 31, 2010, the Secretary 
shall collect all required premiums by Sep-
tember 30, 2012; 

‘‘(II) for any act of terrorism that occurs 
between January 1 and December 31, 2011, the 
Secretary shall collect 35 percent of any re-

quired premiums by September 30, 2012, and 
the remainder by September 30, 2017; and 

‘‘(III) for any act of terrorism that occurs 
on or after January 1, 2012, the Secretary 
shall collect all required premiums by Sep-
tember 30, 2017. 

‘‘(ii) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall issue 
regulations describing the procedures to be 
used for collecting the required premiums in 
the time periods referred to in clause (i). 

‘‘(F) NOTICE OF ESTIMATED LOSSES.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of an act of 
terrorism, the Secretary shall publish an es-
timate of aggregate insured losses, which 
shall be used as the basis for determining 
whether mandatory recoupment will be re-
quired under this paragraph. Such estimate 
shall be updated as appropriate, and at least 
annually.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (8)— 
(A) in subparagraph (C)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(including any additional 

amount included in such premium’’ and in-
serting ‘‘collected’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘(D))’’ and inserting ‘‘(D)’’; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by inserting be-
fore the period at the end ‘‘, in accordance 
with the timing requirements of paragraph 
(7)(E)’’. 
SEC. 5. ENHANCED REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) STUDY AND REPORT ON INSURANCE FOR 
NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL, CHEMICAL, AND RADIO-
LOGICAL TERRORIST EVENTS.—Section 108 of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(f) INSURANCE FOR NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL, 
CHEMICAL, AND RADIOLOGICAL TERRORIST 
EVENTS.— 

‘‘(1) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall examine— 

‘‘(A) the availability and affordability of 
insurance coverage for losses caused by ter-
rorist attacks involving nuclear, biological, 
chemical, or radiological materials; 

‘‘(B) the outlook for such coverage in the 
future; and 

‘‘(C) the capacity of private insurers and 
State workers compensation funds to man-
age risk associated with nuclear, biological, 
chemical, and radiological terrorist events. 

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 
2007, the Comptroller General shall submit to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Financial Services of the House of 
Representatives a report containing a de-
tailed statement of the findings under para-
graph (1), and recommendations for any leg-
islative, regulatory, administrative, or other 
actions at the Federal, State, or local levels 
that the Comptroller General considers ap-
propriate to expand the availability and af-
fordability of insurance for nuclear, biologi-
cal, chemical, or radiological terrorist 
events.’’. 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT ON AVAILABILITY 
AND AFFORDABILITY OF TERRORISM INSURANCE 
IN SPECIFIC MARKETS.—Section 108 of the 
Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(g) AVAILABILITY AND AFFORDABILITY OF 
TERRORISM INSURANCE IN SPECIFIC MAR-
KETS.— 

‘‘(1) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study to 
determine whether there are specific mar-
kets in the United States where there are 
unique capacity constraints on the amount 
of terrorism risk insurance available. 

‘‘(2) ELEMENTS OF STUDY.—The study re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall contain— 
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‘‘(A) an analysis of both insurance and re-

insurance capacity in specific markets, in-
cluding pricing and coverage limits in exist-
ing policies; 

‘‘(B) an assessment of the factors contrib-
uting to any capacity constraints that are 
identified; and 

‘‘(C) recommendations for addressing those 
capacity constraints. 

‘‘(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of the Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 
2007, the Comptroller General shall submit a 
report on the study required by paragraph (1) 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Financial Services of the House of 
Representatives.’’. 

(c) ONGOING REPORTS.—Section 108(e) of the 
Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘ongoing’’ before ‘‘anal-

ysis’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘, including’’ and all that 

follows through the end of the paragraph, 
and inserting a period; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and thereafter in 2010 and 

2013,’’ after ‘‘2006,’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘paragraph (1)’’. 
SEC. 6. COVERAGE OF GROUP LIFE INSURANCE. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.—Section 101 of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (8); and 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing new paragraphs: 
‘‘(6) group life insurance companies are im-

portant financial institutions whose prod-
ucts make life insurance coverage affordable 
for millions of Americans and often serve as 
their only life insurance benefit; 

‘‘(7) the group life insurance industry, in 
the event of a severe act of terrorism, is vul-
nerable to insolvency because high con-
centrations of covered employees work in 
the same locations, because primary group 
life insurers do not exclude terrorism risks 
while most catastrophic reinsurance does ex-
clude such risks, and because a large-scale 
loss of life would fall outside of actuarial ex-
pectations of death; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘and 
group life insurance’’ after ‘‘property and 
casualty insurance’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 102 of the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 
6701 note), as amended by the preceding pro-
visions of this Act, is further amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)(ii), by inserting 
‘‘and group life insurance’’ before ‘‘losses’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘, or group life insurance 
to the extent of the amount at risk,’’ after 
‘‘property and casualty insurance’’; 

(B) by inserting a comma after ‘‘insurer’’; 
and 

(C) by adding after and below subparagraph 
(B) the following: 

‘‘Such term shall not include any losses of 
an insurer resulting from coverage of any 
single certificate holder under any group life 
insurance coverages of the insurer to the ex-
tent such losses are not compensated under 
the Program by reason of section 
103(e)(1)(D).’’; 

(3) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)(i), by inserting ‘‘, 

or group life insurance,’’ after ‘‘excess insur-
ance’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘or, 
in the case of group life insurance, that re-
ceives direct premiums,’’ after ‘‘insurance 
coverage,’’; 

(4) in paragraph (7)— 
(A) in subparagraph (F)— 
(i) by striking the first comma and insert-

ing ‘‘(i) with respect to property and cas-
ualty insurance,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon the 
following: ‘‘(ii) with respect to group life in-
surance, the value of an insurer’s amount at 
risk for a covered line of insurance over the 
calendar year immediately preceding such 
Program Year, multiplied by 0.0351 percent’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (G)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘with respect to property 

and casualty insurance, and such portion of 
the amounts at risk with respect to group 
life insurance,’’ after ‘‘such portion of the di-
rect earned premiums’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘and amounts at risk’’ 
after ‘‘such direct earned premiums’’; 

(5) by redesignating paragraph (16) as para-
graph (18); and 

(6) by inserting after paragraph (15) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs: 

‘‘(16) GROUP LIFE INSURANCE.—The term 
‘group life insurance’ means an insurance 
contract that provides life insurance cov-
erage, including term life insurance cov-
erage, universal life insurance coverage, 
variable universal life insurance coverage, 
and accidental death coverage, or a combina-
tion thereof, for a number of individuals 
under a single contract, on the basis of a 
group selection of risks, but does not include 
‘Corporate Owned Life Insurance’ or ‘Busi-
ness Owned Life Insurance,’ each as defined 
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or 
any similar product, or group life reinsur-
ance or retrocessional reinsurance. 

‘‘(17) AMOUNT AT RISK.—The term ‘amount 
at risk’ means face amount less statutory 
policy reserves for group life insurance 
issued by any insurer for insurance against 
losses occurring at the locations described in 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (5).’’. 

(c) MANDATORY AVAILABILITY.—Section 
103(c) of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 
2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘During each Program Year’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘property and casualty 
insurance’’ in paragraph (2) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(1) AVAILABILITY OF COVERAGE FOR IN-
SURED LOSSES.—During each Program Year, 
each entity that meets the definition of an 
insurer under section 102 shall make avail-
able, in all of its insurance policies for prop-
erty and casualty insurance and in all of its 
insurance policies for group life insurance,’’. 

(d) FEDERAL SHARE OF COMPENSATION.— 
Section 103(e)(1) of the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION FOR 
GROUP LIFE INSURANCE.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, the Federal 
share of compensation under the Program 
paid by the Secretary for insured losses of an 
insurer resulting from coverage of any single 
certificate holder under any group life insur-
ance coverages of the insurer may not during 
any Program Year exceed $1,000,000.’’. 

(e) SEPARATE RETENTION POOL.—Section 
103(e)(6)(E) of the Terrorism Risk Insurance 
Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended 
by striking clauses (i) and (ii) and inserting 
the following new clauses: 

‘‘(i) for property and casualty insurance, 
the lesser of— 

‘‘(I) $27,500,000,000; and 
‘‘(II) the aggregate amount, for all such in-

surance, of insured losses during such Pro-
gram Year; and 

‘‘(ii) for group life insurance, the lesser 
of— 

‘‘(I) $5,000,000,000; and 
‘‘(II) the aggregate amount, for all such in-

surance, of insured losses during such Pro-
gram Year.’’. 

(f) SEPARATE RECOUPMENT.—Section 
103(e)(7) of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act 
of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note), as amended by 
the preceding provisions of this Act, is fur-
ther amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘applicable’’ 

before ‘‘insurance’’; and 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘all insurers’’ 

and inserting ‘‘all applicable insurers (pursu-
ant to subparagraph (G))’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘APPLICA-

BLE’’ before ‘‘INSURANCE’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘applicable’’ before ‘‘in-

surance’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(G) SEPARATE RECOUPMENT.—‘‘The Sec-

retary shall provide that— 
‘‘(i) any recoupment under this paragraph 

of amounts paid for Federal financial assist-
ance for insured losses for property and cas-
ualty insurance shall be applied to property 
and casualty insurance policies; and 

‘‘(ii) any recoupment under this paragraph 
of amounts paid for Federal financial assist-
ance for insured losses for group life insur-
ance shall be applied to group life insurance 
policies.’’. 

(g) POLICY SURCHARGE FOR TERRORISM LOSS 
RISK-SPREADING PREMIUMS.—Section 103(e)(8) 
of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 
(15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘Any’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to 
paragraph (7)(G), any’’; 

(B) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘and group 
life insurance policies’’ after ‘‘policies’’; and 

(C) by striking clause (iii) and inserting 
the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) be based on— 
‘‘(I) a percentage of the premium amount 

charged for property and casualty insurance 
coverage under the policy; and 

‘‘(II) a percentage of the amount at risk for 
group life insurance coverage under the pol-
icy.’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘with respect to property 

and casualty insurance,’’ after ‘‘annual 
basis,’’; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘and, with respect to 
group life insurance, the amount equal to 
0.0053 percent of the amount at risk for cov-
ered lines under the policy’’. 
SEC. 7. LARGE EVENT RESET. 

The Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 2002 
(15 U.S.C. 6701 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 102(7)— 
(A) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(H) notwithstanding subparagraph (F)(i), 

if aggregate industry insured losses resulting 
from a certified act of terrorism exceed 
$1,000,000,000, for any insurer that sustains 
insured losses resulting from such act of ter-
rorism, the value of such insurer’s direct 
earned premiums over the calendar year im-
mediately preceding the Program Year, mul-
tiplied by a percentage, which— 

‘‘(i) for the Program Year consisting of cal-
endar year 2008 shall be 5 percent; and 

‘‘(ii) for each Program Year thereafter, 
shall be 50 basis points greater than the per-
centage applicable to the preceding Program 
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Year, except that if an act of terrorism oc-
curs during any such Program Year that re-
sults in aggregate industry insured losses ex-
ceeding $1,000,000,000, the percentage for the 
succeeding Program Year shall be 5 percent 
and the increase under this clause shall 
apply to Program Years thereafter; 

except that for purposes of determining 
under this subparagraph whether aggregate 
industry insured losses exceed $1,000,000,000, 
the Secretary may combine insured losses 
resulting from two or more certified acts of 
terrorism occurring during such Program 
Year in the same geographic area (with such 
area determined by the Secretary), in which 
case such insurer shall be permitted to com-
bine insured losses resulting from such acts 
of terrorism for purposes of satisfying its in-
surer deductible under this subparagraph; 
and except that the insurer deductible under 
this subparagraph shall apply only with re-
spect to compensation of insured losses re-
sulting from such certified act, or combined 
certified acts, and that for purposes of com-
pensation of any other insured losses occur-
ring in the same Program Year, the insurer 
deductible determined under subparagraph 
(F)(i) shall apply.’’; and 

(2) in section 103(e)(1)(B)— 
(A) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(B) by adding after and below clause (ii) 

the following: 

‘‘except that if a certified act of terrorism 
occurs for which resulting aggregate indus-
try insured losses exceed $1,000,000,000, the 
applicable amount for any subsequent cer-
tified act of terrorism shall be the amount 
specified in section 102(1)(B)(ii).’’. 
SEC. 8. AVAILABILITY OF LIFE INSURANCE WITH-

OUT REGARD TO LAWFUL FOREIGN 
TRAVEL. 

Section 103(c) of the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 note), as 
amended by the preceding provisions of this 
Act, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY OF LIFE INSURANCE WITH-
OUT REGARD TO LAWFUL FOREIGN TRAVEL.— 
During each Program Year, each entity that 
meets the definition of an insurer under sec-
tion 102 and any other entity that issues in-
surance contracts that provide life insurance 
coverage shall make available, in all of its 
life insurance policies issued after the date 
of the enactment of the Terrorism Risk In-
surance Program Reauthorization Act of 2007 
under which the insured person is a citizen of 
the United States or an alien lawfully admit-
ted for permanent residence in the United 
States, coverage that neither considers past, 
nor precludes future, lawful foreign travel by 
the person insured, and shall not decline 
such coverage based on past or future, lawful 
foreign travel by the person insured or 
charge a premium for such coverage that is 
excessive and not based on a good faith actu-
arial analysis, except that an insurer may 
decline or, upon inception or renewal of a 
policy, limit the amount of coverage pro-
vided under any life insurance policy based 
on plans to engage in future lawful foreign 
travel to occur within 12 months of such in-
ception or renewal of the policy but only if, 
at time of application— 

‘‘(A) such declination is based on, or such 
limitation applies only with respect to, trav-
el to a foreign destination— 

‘‘(i) for which the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention of the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
has issued a highest level alert or warning, 
including a recommendation against non-es-
sential travel, due to a serious health-related 
condition; 

‘‘(ii) in which there is an ongoing military 
conflict involving the armed forces of a sov-

ereign nation other than the foreign destina-
tion to which the insured person is traveling; 
or 

‘‘(iii)(I) that the insurer has specifically 
designated in the terms of the life insurance 
policy at the inception of the policy or at re-
newal, as applicable; and 

‘‘(II) with respect to which the insurer has 
made a good-faith determination that— 

‘‘(aa) a serious fraudulent situation exists 
which is ongoing; and 

‘‘(bb) the credibility of information by 
which the insurer can verify the death of the 
insured person is substantially compromised; 
and 

‘‘(B) in the case of any limitation of cov-
erage, such limitation is specifically stated 
in the terms of the life insurance policy at 
the inception of the policy or at renewal, as 
applicable.’’. 
SEC. 9. PROGRAM TRIGGER. 

Section 103(e)(1)(B)(ii) of the Terrorism 
Risk Insurance Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 6701 
note) is amended by striking ‘‘$100,000,000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$50,000,000’’. 
SEC. 10. APPLICABILITY. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply beginning on January 1, 2008. The pro-
visions of the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act 
of 2002, as in effect on the day before the date 
of the enactment of this Act, shall apply 
through the end of December 31, 2007. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISRAEL). Pursuant to House Resolution 
862, the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) and the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) each will con-
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous material 
on the pending legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the House passed a 

version of the terrorism risk insurance 
program by a large vote, 300-something 
to 100-something, earlier this year. It 
happened after a very open process at 
the subcommittee and committee 
level. We had a very good set of meet-
ings. There were concerns raised. I 
think there was general agreement 
that terrorism insurance had to go for-
ward, but there were some very legiti-
mate debates about how to do it. Not 
all of them, obviously, have been re-
solved. 

b 1500 

We had, unusual for our committee 
and I think maybe for other commit-
tees, a full markup in subcommittee 
followed by a full markup in com-
mittee. The bill that emerged was 
much closer to a consensus product, al-
though obviously not unanimous. 
There were amendments offered by 
both sides. There were bipartisan com-
promises worked out. We came to the 
floor. It wasn’t as open a process as I 
would have hoped, but it still rep-

resented, we thought, a fairly good 
piece of legislation, and, of course, it 
got well over 70 percent of the House 
Members voting for it. Then it went to 
the Senate and nothing happened for a 
very long time, and I regret that. We 
had hoped that we could continue this 
process and in fact have a conference. 
The Senate did not act. 

Finally, the Senate acted and sent us 
a bill which was an extension of the 
current program, better in my view 
than the current program, not as com-
prehensive as the bill we passed. And 
we were told by the Senate, as we have 
been from time to time this year: This 
is all we can do. Take it or leave it. 
That seemed to me to be a problem 
and, now, not so much for substance as 
for institutional concerns. Members 
have asked, well, in the end we may 
just have to accept what the Senate 
sent us. That is possible, and we have 
preserved the option to do that. 

Let me be very clear, Mr. Speaker. 
We are here dealing with a new bill 
that we introduced. The Senate bill 
still sits at the desk. It will be avail-
able if the Senate continues to refuse 
to act in any kind of a bicameral man-
ner. But I am not ready to give up yet, 
Mr. Speaker, on some important issues, 
the most important of which is the in-
stitutional one. It is simply not in the 
spirit of the United States Constitu-
tion for one of the Houses to say, this 
is it, take it or leave it, especially 
when you contrast the way in which 
the two Houses acted. We had sub-
committee and committee markup and 
debate on the floor. The Senate had 
one of their not very open processes. 
The bill emerged from some quiet con-
versations among the senior members 
of both parties and went to the floor, 
no amendments, no votes, here it is. As 
I said, I regret that. We may not be 
able to prevent it from happening in 
this instance. I do think it is impor-
tant for us to send the message that we 
do not want to see this sort of proce-
dure repeated. 

So what we did was to in effect have 
a virtual conference. We looked at the 
Senate bill, we looked at our bill, and 
we came up with what I think might 
well have resulted had there been a 
conference. The bill we passed had a 15- 
year extension. The reason for a long 
extension is that we are talking here 
about building projects. We are talking 
about the need for terrorism risk insur-
ance if we are to get large commercial 
buildings, or residential, but especially 
commercial buildings built in our big 
cities. You can’t get those buildings 
obviously without bank loans and you 
can’t get the bank loans without insur-
ance. That is why the Chamber of Com-
merce scores this as an important bill, 
why the real estate industry, the cit-
ies, a whole range of business and 
urban interests tell us this is impor-
tant. And you need to have some assur-
ance of a timeframe in which to build. 
We thought 15 years. The Senate said 7 
years. We didn’t here come with a 
split-the-difference. We have accepted 
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the Senate’s 7 years. We were told at 
the last minute that there was a 
PAYGO problem in a calculation by 
the Congressional Budget Office that I 
still do not understand, but we have no 
option but to abide by it. We came up 
with a PAYGO solution which was not 
a very good one. The Senate came up 
with, and I give them credit here, a 
much better PAYGO solution. They 
had more time to work on it, but they 
did it well. We have accepted the Sen-
ate PAYGO solution. So we accept that 
term of years, we accept that PAYGO 
solution. 

We had also broadened this from sim-
ply being in case a building was de-
stroyed to include group life insurance 
and protection against what sadly we 
cannot rule out, nuclear, biological, 
chemical, or radiological attacks. The 
Senate rejected both of those. We split 
the difference. We accepted their rejec-
tion of nuclear, biological, chemical 
and radiological attacks. We did feel 
that group life insurance should be in. 
I should say that including the group 
life provision is something that was 
called to our attention on a bipartisan 
basis from Members from Florida 
which says that you should not have 
your life insurance cancelled if you go 
to Israel. That is basically what we are 
talking about, or maybe some other 
areas where the insurance companies 
think there is a problem when there 
isn’t one. And we checked, and the 
number of payoffs they have had to 
make of people who died going to Israel 
or other countries on their list is neg-
ligible, zero, from what we could tell. 
So we included a provision in our bill 
that was overwhelmingly supported by 
both sides, to say that there were rules; 
not that you couldn’t deny someone 
life insurance if they were going to a 
hazardous area, but that you had to 
have a rational process by which you 
defined that. 

We put group life back in. Members 
will remember that after the 2001 mass 
murders of so many innocent Ameri-
cans by vicious thugs, we adopted a 
very expensive program to compensate 
people. A better way to do that would 
be to have this group life insurance as 
part of the terrorism risk insurance. 

And at the request of smaller insur-
ance companies, we lowered the trigger 
from $100 million to $50 million per in-
cident, because small insurance compa-
nies said to us: We would like to be 
able to insure some of these buildings. 
Our colleagues from some of the small-
er States brought this to our attention. 
But if it is $100 million that you have 
to absorb before this kicks in, we can’t 
do it; we can do it at $50 million. 

So we accept the Senate version on 7 
years versus our 15. We accept their 
version of PAYGO. We accept their re-
jection of nuclear, biological, chemical, 
and radiological weapons. We do ask 
that group life insurance be kept in 
with the travel provision I mentioned, 
and that the trigger go from $100 mil-
lion to $50 million. 

Finally, there is the reset provision, 
which says that if you have once been 

attacked and you have to deal with it, 
should that same area be attacked 
again, the clock starts again. That is, 
you would not be in a position where, 
having been attacked once by these vi-
cious murderers, you would be unable 
to get full insurance if they did it a 
second time. 

Those are the differences. As I said, 
we have no guarantee that the Senate 
will do this or pay even serious atten-
tion. We have retained a vehicle in case 
they don’t. But I don’t want, and I said 
this earlier, we are not debating pre-
emptive strikes here. We are debating 
preemptive surrender. I don’t want to 
have a situation where the United 
States Senate passes legislation, sends 
it to us and says, You may not even 
think about changing things. 

We are prepared to compromise. But 
I think inclusion of group life and that 
travel protection is important. We 
think that the smaller insurance com-
panies had a legitimate concern. We 
think the reset provision is legitimate. 

We are asking the Senate again to 
consider them. We can’t compel that. 
But I think it would be a mistake for 
us to set the precedent that, when they 
confront us with these ultimata, that 
we simply cave in. 

Let me repeat, because I got it right 
now. I was quoting before the lyric 
from ‘‘MacArthur Park.’’ What the 
Senate tells us is, Look, we were able 
to do this, but we can’t do it again. 
You just have to accept it as it is. And 
the theme song apparently is, if people 
will remember; I will say it because I 
sing something awful. 

‘‘Someone left the cake out in the 
rain. 

I don’t think that I can take it 
’Cause it took so long to bake it 
And I’ll never have the recipe again.’’ 
If someone in the Senate tells us, we 

left the bill out in the rain, or at least 
they are telling us that if we were to 
try to get them to change it, it would 
be leaving the bill out in the rain, and 
they couldn’t remake it because they 
don’t have the recipe. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it’s time to send 
the Senate back to their recipe books 
and ask them to keep track. I under-
stand in the end we may not be able to 
change things, but I do not want this 
House simply at this point to say, 
Okay, you gave us an ultimatum, we 
accept it. 

I would hope, and we are going to be 
here obviously next week, that the 
small life insurance companies, people 
interested in the ability to travel to 
Israel and others would then at least 
go to Senators and say, Can’t we at 
least even have a vote on this? Can’t 
you even consider this? 

And that is why I ask that today we 
send this bill back over. We retain a ve-
hicle if the Senate remains impervious, 
but I think it’s worth a try. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Members of the body, first let me ad-

dress the practicalities of where we 

are. I am going to talk about the poli-
cies in a few minutes after others have 
had an opportunity to speak, but let’s 
just talk about where we are. 

The chairman has talked about the 
Senate this, the House this. But the 
truth is that the present legislation ex-
pires December 31. That is in 19 days. 
Businesses across the country are try-
ing to arrange their insurance cov-
erages for next year, and they have no 
certainty as to whether or how much 
there will be a Federal safety net in 
place. Nineteen days. 

Even if Congress were to act today, 
there is hardly time enough for insur-
ance companies to develop new policy 
forms, to obtain approval from 50 State 
regulators, to get them in the market-
place for review by the brokers, and to 
finish negotiating coverage with their 
policyholders. There is just not time. 

Now, it can be the Senate problem. 
The House passed a bill earlier this 
year. That is all true, but that doesn’t 
change the facts. Nineteen days. Nine-
teen days. Each additional day that we 
fail to get a bill on the President’s desk 
means less ability in the marketplace 
to adjust and to respond to the new 
mandates in this program, or the Sen-
ate program, particularly the man-
dates on domestic terrorism. Policies 
are going to have to be rewritten. And 
both the House and the Senate bill does 
that, so it doesn’t really matter which 
bill ultimately passes. 

Mr. Speaker, I share Chairman 
FRANK’s frustration with the Senate. 
He described this ping pong, back and 
forth. A House-Senate conference 
would have been nice to work out our 
differences, although in a minute I will 
say why I personally believe the Senate 
bill is more in keeping with our origi-
nal intention. The chairman of the full 
committee and I were two of the au-
thors of the original legislation. And it 
says in that legislation it was intended 
as a very temporary Federal backstop 
until the private market could fill in, 
and I will talk about that and why I 
support the Senate bill later. 

But as a practical matter, whether I 
supported the Senate or the House bill, 
there is only one bill that is going to 
pass. I think the chairman knows that, 
I know that, Members of this body 
know that. That’s the Senate bill. 

The administration has indicated 
they are going to veto anything but the 
Senate bill. If we pass this bill, they 
will veto it. The Senate has agreed 
unanimously to their bill. They came 
together unanimously. I regret we 
weren’t able to do that. But it was, at 
that time, a 15-year permanent bill. So 
we didn’t come together. But we have 
got to put this behind us and adopt leg-
islation that has a realistic possibility 
of becoming law, and to do it right 
now. We need to do that on the alter-
nate minimum tax. It is staring us in 
the face. 

I don’t think the American people, 
the taxpayers, I don’t think the ac-
counting industry care whether or not 
the Senate did this to the House or the 
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House did this to the Senate. On ter-
rorist insurance, I don’t think the in-
surance companies, the developers, the 
policyholders, I am not sure they care 
about all the internal fights between 
this body and that body. They are 
caught in the middle, and you do have 
a bill available. It’s a Senate bill that 
will go to the President to be signed 
and take away this uncertainty. 

The Senate has made it clear that 
they are not going to pass the legisla-
tion that the chairman is offering. It is 
not me; that is the Senate. The White 
House has issued a Statement of Ad-
ministrative Policy indicating that if 
presented with the bill we are going to 
vote on today, the President will veto 
it. That’s with less. The Senate is not 
going to take it up, so it won’t ever get 
to the President. So that is just theo-
retical because the Senate said they 
are not going to pass it. And we have 
got 3 weeks left before the program ex-
pires. 

Now, some of our Members think 
that the private market, that the TRIA 
5 years after 9/11, a 3-year bill and a 2- 
year extension, that TRIA has served 
its purpose. And in a few minutes I am 
going to talk about the Treasury and 
that they believe that it has fulfilled 
its purpose and from now on it just re-
tards the private market. 

But we can vote this bill down, we 
can bring up the Senate bill, and we 
can put a bipartisan TRIA extension on 
the President’s desk. We can do it this 
week. The time for further deliberation 
or argument has passed. Time has run 
out on us. 

With all due respect to the chairman 
of the House Financial Services Com-
mittee, I recommend we vote down this 
legislation, we bring up the Senate leg-
islation, we do it in a motion to recom-
mit, we do it in a unanimous consent, 
we do it in a suspension. We move it, 
we pass it over to the Senate, and we 
end the uncertainty. 

If it is such a vital program that 
many Members think it is, why don’t 
we need it in place? Why would we wait 
until a week or two or even after it ex-
pires to reauthorize it? 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, there is no chance 
of waiting until after it expires. I don’t 
know why the gentleman would have 
said that. He knows there is zero 
chance of that. 

Now, I agree it has waited too long. 
But I would have been more impressed 
with the urgency if I had had people 
joining us in trying to get the Senate 
to act. We passed the bill months ago. 
We would have liked to have seen an 
act. But I didn’t hear all this passion 
trying to force the Senate to act, and 
it was partly the minority in the Sen-
ate that was blocking it, that is, block 
the ability to have a conference. 

b 1515 

Here is the point. I think telling the 
life insurance companies that they 

should not be restricting people’s abil-
ity to travel unfairly is important. We 
think group life is important. We think 
that not allowing your community to 
be disadvantaged if it has been at-
tacked once is important. And we may 
not be able to accomplish them this 
year, but we think it is important not 
simply to cave in and say those aren’t 
even worth fighting for. 

We are going to send a message, I 
hope, by voting for those principles be-
cause we pass the bill this year, and we 
may have to accept a minimal posi-
tion, but we will be back here in a 
month or two and we hope to renew 
some of these things. 

So I just reject the notion that the 
Senate can achieve this by waiting and 
waiting and waiting and then saying, 
Oh, well, there isn’t enough time. 
There is not enough time because they 
held it up. No one can seriously argue 
that having seen this delay of many 
months, and again I didn’t hear all this 
passion trying to make the Senate act 
for all of those months, nobody can 
argue that another day or two is going 
to make a difference. And that’s what 
we’re talking about. 

So I reiterate, there is no chance of 
this expiring. Everybody knows that. 
We have preserved our ability at any 
point simply to accept this bill. The 
question is do we give up now or do we 
send them the message that the ability 
to travel to Israel, the concern for the 
small insurance companies being able 
to insure commercial properties and 
the concern for group life and not just 
property, that those are important 
issues. 

We can take that vote today and send 
that message. And if we have to, we 
will accommodate reality. But we will 
have sent that message, and it gives us 
a basis upon which to act next year. 

I yield now 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ACKER-
MAN). 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been almost a year since the Com-
mittee on Financial Services began the 
process of reauthorizing the terrorism 
risk insurance program. It has been 9 
months since our committee held a 
field hearing in New York at which we 
heard experts, insurers, developers and 
reinsurers testify about the private 
market for terrorism insurance which 
has not grown enough since 9/11 to suf-
ficiently meet the demand in many of 
our Nation’s so-called high-risk areas. 

It has been over 4 months since we 
held a subcommittee and a full com-
mittee markup and almost 3 months 
since the House overwhelmingly ap-
proved H.R. 2761, a strong reauthoriza-
tion that would have extended TRIA 
for 15 years, provided group life insur-
ance as well as nuclear, chemical, bio-
logical and radiological coverage, and 
significantly lowered the program’s 
trigger level. 

Most importantly of all, and after 
constructive negotiations and com-
promise with the minority, the House 
bill included a reset mechanism to ad-

dress increased capacity shortages fol-
lowing major terrorist attacks such as 
those that may occur anywhere in our 
country. 

And yet despite a proactive bipar-
tisan effort in the House spearheaded 
by Chairman FRANK and Ranking Mem-
ber BACHUS, we find ourselves in the 
11th hour with TRIA set to expire at 
the end of the month, and we are faced 
with a weak Senate bill that was delib-
erately sent to us only after we had re-
cessed for Thanksgiving, effectively 
stalling the negotiation process be-
tween the two Chambers. 

The Senate bill, a 7-year reauthoriza-
tion that only amends the TRIA pro-
gram by eliminating the distinction 
between foreign and domestic acts of 
terrorism simply does not provide de-
velopers, insurers, and reinsurers with 
enough of the stability they need in 
our free-market economy to plan, fi-
nance, insure and build our Nation’s 
major development projects. 

Mr. Speaker, for TRIA to be truly ef-
fective in addressing the shortages in 
the terrorism insurance market, we 
must recognize that the market is dy-
namic. The terrorism insurance mar-
ket behaves much differently in the 
wake of a terrorist attack than it does 
before an attack. The reset contained 
in this compromise bill is identical to 
the reset provision that was included 
in the House-passed TRIA extension in 
September, on which I and Mr. BAKER 
of the minority came to a mutually ac-
ceptable agreement. Under those 
terms, which are in this compromise 
bill, in the event of a terrorist attack 
with losses of a billion dollars or great-
er, the deductibles for any insurance 
company that pays out losses due to 
the event immediately lower to 5 per-
cent while the nationwide trigger for 
any insurer for future events drops to 
$5 million. 

Mr. BAKER and I also reached agree-
ment on my proposal to enable the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to aggregate the 
total losses of two or more attacks 
that occur in the same geographic area 
in the same year so if the total insured 
losses of those events are over a billion 
dollars, the reset mechanism would be 
triggered. The inclusion of this lan-
guage is absolutely vital to every high- 
risk area across the country, and many 
of us consider this to be the most es-
sential, must-be-included aspect of the 
legislation. 

My colleagues may recall that the 
TRIA extension passed by the House in 
September was subject to PAYGO con-
cerns because the CBO had assessed its 
cost at roughly $10 billion over 10 
years. With this CBO score, some of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle ar-
gued that even though no funds would 
have been appropriated unless the 
country was attacked, our bill would 
have been too much of a burden on the 
American taxpayer. Not knowing who 
else to bill for an attack on America, I 
disagreed with that view and with the 
CBO scoring; but I, too, am committed 
to a fiscally responsible bill. 
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I am pleased to say that my fiscally 

conservative friends on both sides of 
the aisle can now vote for this bill 
without any hesitation thanks to the 
inclusion of language from the Senate 
bill, and more significantly, because 
the reset language, this compromise 
legislation has been assessed to a posi-
tive CBO score of $200 million. Let me 
say that again. This compromise bill 
that we are debating today will result 
in a net gain of $200 million. Legisla-
tion that protects developers and the 
insurance industry from terrorist at-
tacks and provides taxpayers with a re-
turn on their dime is something that I 
believe we should all support. 

Mr. Speaker, the next terrorist at-
tack against the United States, like 
the one on 9/11, is going to damage 
more than just buildings. We must ac-
knowledge that the structural losses 
associated with a terrorist incident 
will be accompanied by the loss of 
human life. The legislation before the 
House today recognizes this fact and 
includes group life insurance coverage 
because this Congress is concerned not 
only with the value of buildings but 
the people inside of them as well. 

Our bill lowers the program trigger 
in the Senate bill from $100 million to 
$50 million. Our lower trigger would 
prevent smaller insurance companies 
from being priced out of the terrorism 
insurance market. And, with a greater 
supply of insurance, we can expect a 
higher degree of stability for large- 
scale developers all over America. 

Mr. Speaker, in the absence of a for-
mal conference which most of us in 
this body would have preferred, we 
have taken it upon ourselves to con-
sider this legislation in which we have 
compromised with the Senate on many 
of their issues but hold firm on those 
provisions that we believe must be in-
cluded in TRIA: the reset mechanism, 
group life coverage, and lower triggers. 

I urge all of our colleagues to support 
this important compromise legislation 
and, as the clock strikes 11:59, to place 
the burden of responsibility back on 
the broad shoulders of the United 
States Senate. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I am reminded of a quote from late 
President Reagan, and perhaps I can 
paraphrase: The closest thing to eter-
nal life on Earth is a Federal program. 

Indeed, we have had speaker after 
speaker come before in this debate to 
tell us how TRIA was going to be a 
temporary program. And I see the able 
gentlelady from New York, the chair-
woman of our Financial Institutions 
Subcommittee. I wasn’t here in this 
body when TRIA was originally passed, 
but I took the time to review the 
record of the debate. At that time she 
said, ‘‘We are simply working to keep 
our economy on track with a short- 
term program that addresses the new 
terrorist threat.’’ 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
the chairman of our Capital Markets 
Subcommittee said, ‘‘We wisely design 
the TRIA Act as a temporary backstop 
to get our Nation through a period of 
economic uncertainty until the private 
sector can develop models.’’ 

And if you look at the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, of those who proposed TRIA 
in the first place, all said it would be a 
temporary program. Perhaps tem-
porary is in the eye of the beholder. 
What started out as a 3-year program 
has since become a 5-year program. 
The House attempted to extend it 15 
years. I think we are now looking at a 
7-year extension. I believe for all in-
tents and purposes, we are looking at 
giving birth de facto to a new Federal 
permanent insurance program to go 
along with the scores of others, few of 
which are financially sound. 

So again, what was meant to be tem-
porary, and I hope had I been in this 
body at that time I would have voted 
for it. I was here for the vote on the 
first extension, and I supported that 
extension. I believe there was, indeed, a 
great calamity in this marketplace. I 
believe that people in the marketplace 
needed time to react, to plan, to model. 
But again, is this something that is 
going to go on in perpetuity? 

The question again is begged, and 
that is, Who can do a better job in the 
reinsurance market, the Federal Gov-
ernment or private industry? I have no 
doubt that private industry would love 
to have the subsidies that are rep-
resented by TRIA. Any time the gov-
ernment is going to hand out some-
thing free or at a subsidized rate versus 
the market rate, who wouldn’t accept 
it? Such a deal. I certainly understand 
that they might be favoring this. 

Now, I haven’t heard in this debate, 
but in previous iterations of the debate 
I have heard many come and talk 
about the great tragedy of 9/11, and I 
want to let it be known again, we are 
talking about terrorism reinsurance. It 
does nothing to prevent terrorism in 
the first place. We are talking about 
coming in after the fact and providing 
this Federal backstop, which many of 
us don’t believe is any longer nec-
essary, putting the taxpayer on the 
hook at a time when markets could de-
velop. 

I would take the argument more seri-
ous if more people on the other side of 
the aisle would vote to strengthen, for 
example, the FISA legislation. Unfor-
tunately, many of them are voting to 
make it even more difficult for our 
Federal Government to listen in on the 
conversations of known terrorists. 
Most of the Democrats, most of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
Mr. Speaker, in May voted against the 
Hoekstra amendment to the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act which would 
have eliminated that section of the bill 
requiring the Director of National In-
telligence to use resources, and I para-
phrase him, to study bugs and bunnies 
instead of suspected terrorists. They 
have supported expanding the legal 

rights of terrorist detainees, holding up 
passage of the 9/11 Commission Rec-
ommendation Implementation bill to 
give union bargaining advantages to 
TSA screeners, and the list goes on and 
on. 

So if we want to talk about ter-
rorism, let’s talk about what we can do 
to prevent it in the first place as op-
posed to what we can do to subsidize 
large insurance companies after the 
fact. 

Another point I would like to make, 
and everybody is certainly entitled to 
their own opinion, and I have looked 
very carefully at the President’s work-
ing group position on this, and they 
have observed what I have observed, 
and that is the availability and afford-
ability of terrorism risk insurance has 
improved since the initial terrorist at-
tacks. And despite increases in risk re-
tentions under TRIA, insurers have al-
located additional capacity to ter-
rorism risk. Prices have declined. 
Take-up rates have increased. 

I simply don’t buy into the argu-
ment, Mr. Speaker, that we have a 
market failure here that somehow, 
some way the market can’t create this 
particular insurance product. 

b 1530 

I mean, how are we ever going to 
know, once again, if we’re going to 
hand out something free or at a sub-
sidized rate, as opposed to people hav-
ing to buy it at the market rate? 

And let me quote from the Presi-
dent’s working group: ‘‘The presence of 
subsidized Federal reinsurance through 
TRIA appears to negatively affect the 
emergence of private reinsurance ca-
pacity because it dilutes demand for 
private sector reinsurance.’’ 

Now, some have said, well, again, 
that terrorism is a very unique risk. 
Well, of course it is. But our reinsur-
ance industry has faced these chal-
lenges in the past. At one point they 
had to figure out how to model for the 
risk of loss of electronic data. At one 
time in our history they had to figure 
out how to model for airline crashes. 

Many say that we will never have 
major construction in the United 
States unless we have a government, 
Federal reinsurance backstop for acts 
of terrorism. I simply don’t observe 
that in real life. 

And how, Mr. Speaker, during the 
Cold War, when thousands of nuclear 
weapons were poised, aimed at our Na-
tion, how did construction take place 
during that time in our history? Yet 
there are those who will maintain that 
somehow it cannot take place today. 

Again, I’m not saying that reinsur-
ance is not an important aspect of our 
market. It is. But I disagree with those 
on the other side of the aisle who say 
that even after 5 years that the market 
is simply incapable of creating a prod-
uct that those who wish it can pay for 
at an affordable rate. 

Another point I would make is that 
even if this were a valuable program to 
the Nation, what are we going to do to 
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pay for it, and what are the long-term 
implications? 

Again, as I mentioned earlier, Uncle 
Sam does not have a particularly stel-
lar track record when it comes to run-
ning insurance programs. 

Social Security, according to the lat-
est report of the trustees of the Social 
Security and Medicare trust funds, 
owes $6.8 trillion, trillion with a T, 
more in benefits than it’s receiving in 
taxes, and has a long-term deficit of al-
most $9 trillion, not a particularly 
good track record there. 

The Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration is currently running a deficit 
of $18.1 billion, with an additional off- 
balance sheet liability of $73.3 billion. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram has a shortfall of $1.3 billion a 
year over the long term and, according 
to the Congressional Budget Office, its 
current financial situation is 
unsustainable. 

Medicaid, $317 billion a year. The Na-
tional Governors Association says, 
‘‘The growth of a program that is 
unsustainable in its current form.’’ 

The Federal crop insurance program 
requires Federal subsidies. The list 
goes on and on and on and on. As his-
tory is my guide, Mr. Speaker, forgive 
me if I don’t share the enthusiasm and 
optimism of those on the other side of 
the aisle who say that somehow this is 
not going to prove painful for future 
taxpaying generations. I believe it will 
be. 

I believe the private market can han-
dle this. I think they will handle this if 
we give them the opportunity. I do not 
think the private insurance companies 
need this huge subsidy. 

And when, Mr. Speaker, are we fi-
nally going to do something about the 
long-term financial implications of en-
titlement spending in these insurance 
programs? 

Now, something’s got to give. The 
Comptroller General has said that 
we’re on the verge of being the first 
generation in America’s history to 
leave the next generation with a lower 
standard of living because of out-of- 
control spending. Instead, we add bur-
den on top of burden on top of burden. 

Because of all those reasons, Mr. 
Speaker, I oppose this legislation, I op-
pose this report and would urge the 
House to oppose it as well. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY), a representative from the 
city who is Chair of the Financial In-
stitution Subcommittee and has been 
very active on this issue. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I 
thank the gentleman for his extraor-
dinary leadership and for yielding. 

I would like to respond to some of 
the comments of my good friend on the 
other side of the aisle and to remind 
my colleagues that New York, and he 
mentioned it several times in his state-
ment, was attacked not as a city, and 
our State was not attacked as a State. 
This was a national attack against our 

country, at our Pentagon, a symbol of 
our military strength, and New York, 
one of the symbols of our economic 
strength. And after that attack, this 
body was united and determined, and I 
thank all of my colleagues for your aid 
and support. 

But the most important act by this 
body to get New York moving again 
and our other economic centers was 
voting for TRIA, the anti-terrorism 
risk insurance plan. 

My good friend stated that construc-
tion can go forward without it. After 9/ 
11 you could not even build a hot dog 
stand. Nothing moved until we got the 
anti-terrorism risk insurance in place. 

I am told by the businesses in New 
York and other large cities in our 
country that they cannot get insurance 
now. They get insurance up to the date 
that TRIA expires, and they are not 
given insurance unless there is agree-
ment or a condition that TRIA will 
continue. 

He argued that TRIA was not home-
land security. I will say very strongly 
that part of our homeland security is 
our economic security, and a very im-
portant part of our economic security 
is having a Federal support system for 
terrorism risk insurance. 

The TRIA bill was a top priority of 
the Financial Services Committee. It 
was one of the first bills reported out, 
and I thank Chairman FRANK for his 
continued support for a long-term 
TRIA, including a reset provision to in-
crease the availability of terrorism in-
surance for areas that have been tar-
gets of terror acts like my city of New 
York. 

The reset language in this bill, 
though, treats equally everyone across 
this country. We are including in this 
bill absolutely everything that was in 
the Senate-passed bill. The only change 
is we come from the 15 years down to 
the 7 years of the Senate. But the other 
key provisions that were dropped, we 
are putting back in, such as the lower 
trigger level so that more insurers can 
be part of this program. This is very 
important. Group life insurance. Life 
insurance for fairness for travelers, and 
the very important reset mechanism 
for the anti-terrorism risk insurance. 

We need this bill and we need it 
promptly to avoid interruptions in cov-
erage and the disruptions that that 
will cause in our economy. 

I would say that TRIA has created 
jobs and helped America’s economy 
grow despite the continuing terrorist 
threat. I thank the chairman and this 
body on both sides for supporting it. 

I appreciate the opportunity to speak in sup-
port of this bill. 

I would like to thank Chairman FRANK for his 
continued strong support for a long term re-
newal of TRIA including the reset provisions to 
increase the availability of terrorism insurance 
for areas that have been targets of terror at-
tacks like my city of New York. 

I appreciate the chairman’s insistence on 
having the House debate and vote on a bill 
that includes four key provisions from the 
original House-passed bill. 

Most important of these, in my view, is the 
reset provision. To encourage companies to 
write insurance in an area that has been a tar-
get of terrorism, after a significant terrorist at-
tack, that is, an attack causing over $1 billion 
in damages, the bill would lower both the de-
ductible and the trigger for terrorism insurance 
policies in the targeted area, to rebuild market 
capacity and then gradually increase private 
sector obligations over time. 

This reset mechanism applies equally for 
everyone across the country. For example, the 
lower deductible would apply to all the insur-
ers that were affected by the significant ter-
rorist attack, regardless of where the attack 
occurred. 

Also, the bill lowers the ‘‘trigger’’ level—the 
size of an attack at which the Federal Govern-
ment would provide aid to insurers—back to 
the $50 million in the original House bill. The 
TRIA extension enacted in 2005 set the limit 
at $50 million in 2006 and $100 million in 
2007. The Senate bill provides a trigger of 
$100 million. A lower trigger will allow more in-
surers to participate in the program and there-
by increase the availability of terrorism insur-
ance, and will also address a serious concern 
of the small insurers who fear they will be driv-
en out of business by terrorist attacks that 
cause less than $100 million in insured losses 
that would not trigger the protection provided 
by TRIA. 

The bill includes the provision from the 
House bill putting group life insurance in TRIA. 
TRIA should cover not only buildings but also 
the people who work in them. Group life car-
riers face insolvency if a terrorist event affects 
a large group of people. It is important to the 
economic security of America’s workers and 
their families that group life carriers remain 
solvent and capable of paying claims after a 
terrorist attack. 

Finally, like the original House bill, the bill 
prohibits life insurance companies from deny-
ing or reducing coverage to an individual 
based on their foreign travel. 

It is critical that these provisions be included 
in the bill we send back to the Senate. We 
need to send a strong message that these 
provision are important, and that this body will 
not be cowed by the White House’s foolish 
threat to veto this legislation. 

I could not more strongly disagree with the 
White House when they insist the program 
should be short term and temporary. That will 
exacerbate market disarray and harm our 
economy—exactly what the terrorists want. 

The administration’s continued oppo-
sition to this bill is another example of 
the stubborn wrongheadedness for 
which this White House has become re-
nowned. 

On a bipartisan basis, business lead-
ers, law enforcement, and the Amer-
ican people strongly support a long 
term TRIA bill that protects our econ-
omy and our security. 

Recognizing the significant benefits 
that TRIA has for our entire economy, 
the US Chamber of Commerce said, and 
I quote: 

The Terrorism Risk Insurance Act has pro-
moted long-term availability of terrorism 
risk insurance for catastrophic terror events 
and has provided a standard of stability for 
financial markets and recovery after such an 
attack. [TRIA] has created jobs and helped 
America’s economy grow despite the con-
tinuing terrorist threats against the United 
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States. . . . It is essential that Congress not 
allow this vital law to expire. 

There are few issues so important to 
our Nation’s economy as a stable long 
term federal support system for ter-
rorism risk insurance. 

We need a new TRIA bill and we need 
it promptly, to avoid interruptions in 
coverage and the disruptions that will 
cause. 

We all fervently hope there will be no 
more terrorist attacks on our soil. But 
we must recognize that insuring 
against that dreadful contingency is a 
fundamental part of making our coun-
try safer. It is a part of homeland secu-
rity that we cannot afford to ignore. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Terrorism Risk In-
surance Act, TRIA, provides a free Fed-
eral backstop to private insurers to 
protect them against acts of terrorism 
in the United States so they can have 
insurance. It was enacted, as all of us 
recall, right after 9/11 for 3 years as a 
very temporary measure. It was in-
tended to give the insurance industry 
developers a 3-year period of transition 
to a private market, allow them to sta-
bilize, to price terrorism insurance, 
and the third goal was to rebuild ca-
pacity. 

Now, in 2005, Republicans agreed. We 
came together bipartisanly and ex-
tended it for 2 years. However, that 
same year, the Treasury did a study on 
TRIA, and here’s what they said. They 
said, by 2005, 2 years ago, the program 
had achieved all its purposes. The in-
surance market had stabilized. They 
were pricing terrorism insurance, and 
they were rebuilding capacity. 

I will submit for the RECORD the 
Treasury Department study that they 
found had achieved all its goals. Now, 
let me read from the Treasury study of 
2 years ago: ‘‘The availability and af-
fordability of terrorism risk insurance 
has improved since the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11. Despite in-
creases in risk retentions under TRIA, 
insurers have allocated additional ca-
pacity to terrorism risk, prices have 
declined, and take-up (purchase) rates 
have increased.’’ But we extended it. 

And then we passed the legislation 
that the chairman has talked about 
today, and it went over to the Senate. 
And the Senate, unanimously, passed a 
TRIA bill. One hundred Republicans 
and Democrats came together and 
passed that legislation, and the Presi-
dent said he would sign it. 

Now, there are things about this bill 
that some of my colleagues on this side 
support. The gentlelady from Florida 
has a provision that I think would be 
beneficial. But it deals with group life. 
I’m sure she’s going to talk about that 
provision in a minute. 

But let me say this. The Senate has 
said they’re not going to include group 
life. So why put a provision in about 
group life when the Senate has already 
said they’re not going to include group 
life? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman said why put the provision 
in if the Senate said it’s not going to 
talk about group life? Because I don’t 
think that we should have a de facto 
amendment to the House rules that 
puts the Senate in charge of what we 
can discuss. 

Mr. BACHUS. Well, as I said a few 
minutes ago to the chairman, with all 
respect to the chairman, we have 19 
days. We’ve talked about the impor-
tance, particularly on that side of the 
aisle, and many Members on our side, 
the importance, if we are going to have 
a bill, let’s have a bill. If the program 
is important, let’s have the program. 
Let’s not let it expire. 

If terrorist risk insurance will shut 
down New York, if in the absence of 
this bill you can’t build a hotdog stand 
in New York, why would we let a bill 
expire that will, quote, shut down the 
economy of New York? We have an al-
ternative. The alternative is to pass a 
bill that passed unanimously in the 
Senate. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Terrorism Risk Insurance Extension 

Act of 2005 requires the President’s Working 
Group on Financial Markets (PWG) to per-
form an analysis regarding the long-term 
availability and affordability of insurance 
for terrorism risk, including group life cov-
erage; and coverage for chemical, nuclear, 
biological, and radiological events; and to 
submit a report of its findings to Congress by 
September 30, 2006. 

In conducting this analysis, the PWG was 
assisted by staff of the member agencies who 
reviewed academic and industry studies on 
terrorism risk insurance, and sought addi-
tional information and consultation through 
a Request for Comment published in the Fed-
eral Register. Staff also met with insurance 
regulators, policyholder groups, insurers, re-
insurers, modelers, and other governmental 
agencies to gather further information. 

The key findings of the PWG’s analysis are 
set forth below. The findings are presented 
under three main areas: the general avail-
ability and affordability of terrorism risk in-
surance; coverage for group life insurance; 
and coverage for chemical, nuclear, biologi-
cal, and radiological events. Further detail 
on each finding is provided in the body of the 
report. 

KEY FINDINGS 
Long-Term Overall Availability and Afford-

ability of Terrorism Risk Insurance 
The availability and affordability of ter-

rorism risk insurance have improved since 
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. 
Despite increases in risk retentions under 
TRIA, insurers have allocated additional ca-
pacity to terrorism risk, prices have de-
clined, and take-up (purchase) rates have in-
creased. The take-up rate—or the percentage 
of companies buying terrorism coverage— 
has reportedly increased from 27 percent in 
2003 to 58 percent in 2005, while the cost of 
coverage has generally fallen to roughly 3 to 
5 percent of total property insurance costs. 
These improvements have transpired in a 
marketplace that has had access to a Federal 
backstop that has gradually contracted 
through the life of the temporary TRIA Pro-
gram. Insurers’ retention of risk has steadily 
increased under the TRIA Program: 

deductibles have increased from 7 percent of 
direct earned premium in 2003 to 17.5 percent 
in 2006, and other changes made to TRIA in 
2005 have also increased insurer retentions. 
The general trend observed in the market 
has been that as insurer retentions have in-
creased under TRIA and policyholder sur-
pluses have risen, prices for terrorism risk 
have fallen and take-up rates have increased. 

The improvement in the terrorism risk in-
surance market is due to several important 
factors, including better risk measurement 
and management, improved modeling of ter-
rorism risk, greater reinsurance capacity, 
and a recovery in the financial health of 
property and casualty insurers. State regula-
tion does not appear to have had a signifi-
cant impact on capacity, and a significant 
number of policyholders are still not pur-
chasing terrorism coverage. How these fac-
tors continue to evolve will importantly af-
fect further developments in the long-term 
availability and price of terrorism risk in-
surance. 

Insurers have made great strides in meas-
uring and managing their risk accumula-
tions. The amount of capital an individual 
insurance company is willing to allocate to a 
particular risk in a given location depends 
on its understanding of its maximum loss 
under different scenarios. Since September 
11, insurers have made greater use of sophis-
ticated models that allow them to identify 
and manage concentrations of risk in order 
to avoid accumulating too much risk in any 
given location. This improvement in risk ac-
cumulation management has allowed insur-
ers to better diversify and control their ter-
rorism risk exposures, which has enhanced 
their ability to underwrite terrorism risk. 

A significant effort has been made by the 
insurance industry in modeling the potential 
frequency and severity of terrorist attacks, 
which helps insurers to assess their potential 
loss exposures. An understanding of the po-
tential frequency and severity of terrorist 
attacks is important for insurers to properly 
evaluate their risk exposures. Improvements 
in probability modeling of terrorist attacks 
have likely had a positive impact on insur-
ers’ willingness to provide coverage for ter-
rorism risk following the re-evaluation of 
terrorism risk that took place after Sep-
tember 11. However, unlike other cata-
strophic exposures (e.g., natural disasters) 
where there are more refined methods of 
modeling frequency, modeling terrorism risk 
frequency relies largely on analysis of ter-
rorist behavior. Given the uncertainty of ter-
rorism in general and, in particular, the un-
certainty associated with these modeling ef-
forts, insurers appear to have limited con-
fidence in these models for evaluating their 
risk exposures. 

The quantity of terrorism risk reinsurance 
capacity has increased since the period fol-
lowing September 11. Reinsurance for ter-
rorism risk all but vanished after September 
11 as reinsurers withdrew from the market. 
The market has since improved and rein-
surers have gradually allocated more capital 
to terrorism risk. The key determinants in 
the capital allocation decisions of reinsurers 
include pricing, which is influenced largely 
by demand, loss experience, underwriting 
performance, and probability of loss for a 
given risk at a given location. These deter-
minants also factor into the willingness of 
other capital providers (e.g., through catas-
trophe bonds or other mechanisms) to allo-
cate capital to terrorism risk. The presence 
of subsidized Federal reinsurance through 
TRIA appears to negatively affect the emer-
gence of private reinsurance capacity be-
cause it dilutes demand for private sector re-
insurance. 

The financial health and capacity of insur-
ers has recovered since September 11. There 
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has been improvement in the financial 
health of the insurance industry, which 
plays a role in how much capacity an insurer 
is willing to expose to terrorism risk. Since 
September 11, policyholder surpluses in the 
property and casualty industry have risen, 
as the industry has remained profitable 
(even with the 2005 hurricane season losses) 
and has benefited from increased rates of re-
turn on assets. As a result, insurers have 
more available capital to allocate, and they 
apparently have chosen to allocate addi-
tional capacity to terrorism risk as dem-
onstrated by the increased provision of ter-
rorism risk insurance coverage over the past 
few years. 

States require that some types of ter-
rorism risk insurance be provided and other-
wise regulate aspects of the terrorism risk 
insurance market. However, it is unclear 
whether these requirements have reduced ca-
pacity significantly. State laws and regula-
tions govern various aspects of the insurance 
marketplace (e.g., mandating certain types 
of coverage, approving forms and rates, and 
monitoring financial solvency), and the pro-
vision of terrorism risk insurance falls with-
in this general structure. In terms of pricing, 
although states regulate commercial insur-
ance rates to various degrees (to a larger ex-
tent with workers’ compensation insurance), 
commercial terrorism risk insurance for 
large property risks may be exempt from 
state price regulation or not subject to state 
price regulation (or other state mandates) 
when purchased from non-admitted surplus 
lines insurers. In addition, some insurers do 
not even charge for the terrorism coverage 
that is included in their policies. In lines of 
insurance with the greatest amount of price 
regulation and coverage mandates (such as 
workers’ compensation insurance), insurers 
have generally remained in the market, even 
as their TRIA retentions have increased, de-
spite not having the flexibility to fully price 
for terrorism risk. Therefore, while state 
regulations have the potential to signifi-
cantly interfere with the operation of the in-
surance markets, it does not appear that 
such restrictions have had a significant im-
pact in the market for terrorism risk insur-
ance in the post-TRIA environment. 

While take-up rates have increased as 
prices have fallen, a significant number of 
policyholders are still not purchasing cov-
erage. The willingness of consumers to pay 
for terrorism risk insurance is a determinant 
of how much capital insurers will allocate. It 
is unclear why approximately 40 percent of 
all policyholders do not purchase coverage, 
although the Treasury’s 2005 study and oth-
ers have found that the primary reasons 
were price and assessment of their individual 
risk to terrorist attack. Individual percep-
tions of low risk are likely related to the 
lack of a successful terrorist attack within 
the U.S. since 2001, and perhaps to some de-
gree an expectation that Federal aid might 
be available if a significant attack occurs. 

Further improvements in insurers’ ability 
to model and manage terrorism risk will 
likely contribute to the long-term develop-
ment of the terrorism risk insurance mar-
ket. However, the high level of uncertainty 
currently associated with predicting the fre-
quency of terrorist attacks, along with what 
appears to be a general unwillingness of 
some insurance policyholders to purchase in-
surance coverage, makes any prediction of 
the potential degree of long-term develop-
ment of the terrorism risk insurance market 
somewhat difficult. The post-September 11 
terrorism insurance market has developed in 
the presence of a Federal backstop (albeit a 
progressively less generous one over time), 
which creates inherent difficulties in evalu-
ating the long-term development of the ter-
rorism risk insurance market. 

Group Life Insurance 
Coverage for terrorism risk insurance in 

group life insurance policies has remained 
generally available and prices have declined, 
even though group life insurance is not part 
of TRIA. Given these market signals, there 
is no reason to expect negative developments 
in the group life insurance market. Group 
life insurance is generally sold to employers 
as part of employee benefit packages along 
with other benefits, such as medical, dental, 
vision, and disability. In some cases group 
life insurers partner with other providers of 
employee benefit services. The group life in-
surance market is highly competitive and in-
surers appear to be unwilling in the face of 
such competition to raise prices (states do 
not regulate group life insurance rates), or 
to decline to provide terrorism coverage. 
Even though group life insurance has not 
had access to the Federal backstop under 
TRIA, private market forces (high competi-
tiveness and extreme price sensitivity) have 
ensured the continued availability and af-
fordability of group life insurance to employ-
ers and their participating employees. 

As in the market for property and casualty 
reinsurance, there have also been improve-
ments in the availability of catastrophic life 
reinsurance, and there is the potential for 
continued market development. Just as with 
the property and casualty reinsurance, cata-
strophic life reinsurance all but disappeared 
after September 11, even though by most in-
dustry metrics, September 11 was not a ca-
tastrophe in terms of either individual or 
group life insurance losses. Still, the lack or 
limited availability of catastrophic life rein-
surance following September 11 had no dis-
ruptive effect on the availability and afford-
ability of group life insurance to consumers 
largely due to competitive market forces. 
Since then, some catastrophic life reinsur-
ance has again become available in the mar-
ketplace, albeit at higher cost when com-
pared to pre-September 11 pricing. Today, 
group life insurers are deciding whether to 
purchase reinsurance, or to forgo and retain 
most of the risk—a decision that has not had 
any impact on the availability and cost of 
group life insurance to consumers. 

Similar to the situation with property and 
casualty insurers, group life insurers have 
developed an increased ability to measure 
and manage their accumulation of terrorism 
exposure through the use of modeling, and 
there appears to be potential for additional 
improvements. While group life insurers face 
aggregation exposure (the risk of multiple 
losses from a terrorist-related mass casualty 
event due to concentrations of insured lives), 
they are capable of managing this risk to 
some degree by managing risk accumula-
tions. Property and casualty insurers have 
made great strides in modeling techniques, 
but it is unclear to what extent group life in-
surers have made use of these tools. The 
highly competitive environment in the group 
life market, the general wider dispersion of 
overall life insurance risks (for companies 
that sell both group and individual life), and 
some institutional arrangements regarding 
how policies are sold, may all influence how 
group life insurers view their need and abil-
ity to manage accumulation risk. 
Chemical, Nuclear, Biological and Radiological 

(‘‘CNBR’’) Coverage 
Historically, insurance coverage for losses 

associated with chemical, nuclear, biologi-
cal, and radiological risks has generally not 
been widely available unless it was man-
dated. Insurers generally did not provide 
CNBR coverage even before September 11, 
and for the most part they do not provide 
such terrorism coverage even with a Federal 
backstop in place. Given the general reluc-
tance of insurance companies to provide cov-

erage for these types of risks, there may be 
little potential for future market develop-
ment. The factors determining the avail-
ability and affordability of CNBR coverage 
in the marketplace have more to do with the 
nature, scale, and uncertainty of the damage 
and losses from CNBR events—however 
caused—and less to do with terrorism specifi-
cally. What coverage exists today is mostly 
tied to state mandates, most prominently 
workers’ compensation insurance, as well as 
some aspects of fire insurance through the 
Standard Fire Policy. In addition, a Federal 
mandate requires some nuclear coverage for 
reactor operators and some specialty cov-
erage exists. There is virtually no CNBR re-
insurance available, and the modeling issues 
both for exposure and probability become 
even more complicated for CNBR. 

Some insurance consumers have expressed 
an interest in purchasing CNBR coverage, 
but due to limited capacity and relatively 
high prices, many have decided to forgo such 
purchases. Policyholder expectations regard-
ing their own potential terrorism exposure 
and likelihood of post-disaster Federal aid 
are probably higher for CNBR risks than for 
relatively smaller-scale conventional ter-
rorist attacks. The 2005 Treasury study 
found that the number of policyholders that 
purchased CNBR terrorism coverage was rel-
atively small (except in the case of workers’ 
compensation insurance where coverage is 
mandated). Among the main reasons for not 
purchasing CNBR terrorism coverage were 
that policyholders believed either that they 
were not at risk or that the premiums were 
too high. Most commercial policyholders re-
main generally uninsured (except where cov-
erage is mandated, such as with workers’ 
compensation). Some consumers may equate 
CNBR coverage with other coverages that 
are not generally available (e.g., war risk). 

Finally, there may be an even greater mar-
ket expectation that the Federal government 
would respond post-loss to a CNBR event 
through Federal disaster aid than would be 
the case for a smaller-scale conventional ter-
rorist attack. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

The gentleman has raised a red her-
ring. There is no chance of it expiring, 
and the fact that he would talk about 
a nonexistent threat of expiration 
seems to me to be an indication that 
there’s nothing substantive to talk 
about. 

In the end, we would retain the vehi-
cle to pass this bill. But we will not 
give up talking about issues pre-
maturely, and that’s why we will not 
allow the Senate’s unanimous consent 
agreement, very hastily done, to shut 
off debate here. But there is no chance 
of this expiring and the gentleman 
from Alabama knows that. 

I yield now 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT), a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
it baffles me when, on this floor, we, 
who are Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, so quickly, so easily want 
to abdicate our responsibilities to the 
Senate. No wonder the Senate does 
what it does. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we’re not going to 
abdicate our responsibilities to the 
Senate. The Founders of this Constitu-
tion and this country dedicated two 
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Houses, one, the Senate, that runs 
every 6 years, and they made a distinct 
decision to have the Members of the 
House of Representatives run every 
other year because the power of the 
House closest to the people is that 
House that the people look to to be 
most responsive to the day-to-day deli-
cacies of their needs. This is what 
we’re doing here. And the day-to-day 
delicacies says we’ve got to pass the 
most significant, the most meaningful 
terrorism risk insurance program pos-
sible. There’s no greater threat we 
face. 

My colleagues on the other side have 
said, well, why can’t the private sector 
do this? The private sector has come to 
us. We don’t know how catastrophic 
these events may be. But one thing is 
for certain, Mr. Speaker, we must not 
allow the terrorists to shut down and 
destroy our economy. And unless we 
have this backstop, the insurers have 
said they cannot rebuild. 

Not only that, the insurers have 
come to us, who we’ve got to listen to, 
to say we need this backstop so that 
the economy will be stable. Perhaps we 
may not need to use it. Let us hope and 
let us pray that we will not have to. 

b 1545 

But, Mr. Speaker, an ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure, and 
we must prepare for the storm before 
the hurricane is raging. 

This is not a giveaway program. This 
is not a subsidy program. This is an in-
surance program, insurance that we 
hope and we pray that we will not need. 
But if we do, it is the House of Rep-
resentatives who are responding to say, 
We need to insure life, not just prop-
erty. You ask the American people. 
Property you can get again and again. 
Buildings you can rebuild. But a life, a 
life is gone like that and must be in-
sured. 

This is the House of Representatives 
speaking, and I urge passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
19 days till this program expires. Now, 
if, as you have said, this is such an es-
sential program, we need to pass a bill 
today. The industry needed 6 months. 
They’ve only got 19 days. Policies have 
to be written. We can continue to talk 
about not letting the Senate run over 
the House. We can continue to say 
we’re going to stand up for our version 
of the bill, but ask yourself this ques-
tion: How could 100 Senators, both Re-
publicans and Democrats, come up 
with a unanimous bill, which many of 
us in this bill support, and the Presi-
dent said he will take it up and sign it, 
why are we here today delaying the ex-
tension of what many of you have ar-
gued on the floor today is a very im-
portant bill? 

I’m going to say it again. Even if 
Congress were to act today, there’s not 
enough time for insurance companies 
to develop new policy forms. There’s 
not enough time for 50 State regulators 
to approve those forms. There’s not 

time to get the finished product to the 
marketplace. There’s not time to nego-
tiate with policyholders. 

So this idea that we don’t have to 
pass it today, no, we don’t have to pass 
it today. No, we don’t have to pass it 
tomorrow. We should have passed it 6 
months ago. We did. The Senate passed 
a different version, and we are arguing 
at the end of this session, 19 days be-
fore this program expires, as to dif-
ferences between the Senate and the 
House version. 

And quite frankly, as I have said, the 
Senate version, which is the version 
the Treasury Department urged on the 
House, the version the President has 
said he will sign, the insurance indus-
try’s happy with. It extends the TRIA 
program. Why are we here delaying? As 
I said, we’re delaying this. We’re put-
ting this program at jeopardy. We’re 
postponing a decision on AMT. The IRS 
is not going to have time to react to 
that, and here we are as if we have all 
the time in the world. 

The American people are not inter-
ested in differences between the House 
and the Senate bill. I believe the Amer-
ican people, you know, if a bill can pass 
unanimously out of the Senate, which 
it did, and the President take it up, 
why does this House continue to debate 
long after the time to act and pass leg-
islation? It should have happened 6 
months ago. It can happen today. It 
should happen today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would just say the gen-
tleman from Alabama appears to have 
the Senate’s preference for conflict 
avoidance confused with genuine con-
sensus. 

There weren’t 100 votes for that. 
They didn’t have a roll call vote. 
They’re barely able to act, and so a 
couple of Members worked out a deal 
and the rest of them waved it good-bye. 
But the notion that that comes with 
some great significance clearly mis-
understands what’s happening, and it 
certainly shouldn’t keep us from 
legislating. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SIRES). 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 4299, the revised ter-
rorist insurance act reauthorization. 
We’ve heard a lot today about how im-
portant this legislation is for New 
York, but it’s also just as important 
for my home State of New Jersey, the 
region and this Nation. 

I have said before on this floor that I 
represent the two most dangerous 
miles in this country. I represent the 
tunnels, the Lincoln and the Holland 
Tunnels. I represent the ports, and I 
also represent the region which also 
has the largest repository of fuel on 
the east coast of this country. I rep-
resent part of Newark and Jersey City, 
which are both considered high threat 
areas. I know firsthand what it is like 
to have a district that deals with the 

threat of terrorism every day. That is 
why it’s so important for my district, 
my State and the entire Nation that 
we extend TRIA in a way that ensures 
stabilization for all businesses across 
this country, as well as those in high- 
risk areas. 

Last year, New York City created 
some 50,000 jobs. It is thought that in 
the next 10 years New York City could 
possibly create another 500,000 jobs. 
That is one of the reasons New Jersey 
and New York are talking about a new 
tunnel to bring people to fill some of 
those jobs, and they need this stability 
to know that these businesses can 
come into this city so those people can 
fill those jobs. And that’s the engine 
not just for New York City or New Jer-
sey but for the region and this country, 
quite frankly. 

And I want to thank, at this time, 
Chairman FRANK for his hard work on 
trying to form a compromise on this 
bill while holding true to important as-
pects of the TRIA legislation already 
passed by this House. It is important 
that any TRIA reauthorization legisla-
tion include reasonable trigger levels, 
group life insurance and a reset mecha-
nism. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, and I just want to end by saying I 
came to this Congress not to follow in 
lockstep with the Senate. I came in to 
represent my district, not knowing 
that I would have to bow to the Senate. 

This is important legislation today, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It’s all come down to this. We can 
continue to debate the Senate, we can 
continue to try to change this bill, or 
we can pass a bill, send it to the Presi-
dent, which extends this vitally impor-
tant program as so many speakers on 
the majority side have said. Let’s be 
honest with ourselves. We know that 
this bill should have passed 6 months 
ago. We know it probably should have 
passed 9 months ago. We know that it 
will not pass in time for new coverage 
to be written January 1. We know that. 

So here we are, arguing differences 
with the Senate, but I think the first 
thing we ought to acknowledge is the 
Senate unanimously passed this bill. 
Now, the chairman says that two peo-
ple got together, agreed on everything 
and the other 98 waved good-bye. Well, 
let me say this. We, the majority of 
this body, almost all the Members on 
your side, if not all, and a good number 
of the Members on our side have said 
we need to extend this program and we 
needed to do it 6 months ago. It’s time 
for us to pass the Senate language, 
send this bill to the President. You 
know, there comes a time when if what 
the Senate did is wave this bill good- 
bye, it’s time for us to wave this bill 
good-bye. 

We have engaged in a debate. The 
Senate has been unfair to us. Quite 
frankly, policyholders don’t care 
whether the Senate’s unfair to the 
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House. They don’t care whether the 
House didn’t get its way and the Sen-
ate did. The bill the Senate passed, I’m 
not supporting it because it’s not only 
the only thing available today, al-
though it is. Let me again read to you 
what the statement of the administra-
tion is. 

The administration continues to be-
lieve that any TRIA reauthorization 
should satisfy these three key ele-
ments: The program should be tem-
porary and short-term, there should be 
no expansion of the program, and pri-
vate sector retention should be in-
creased. That was the original policies 
and the original bill we passed. How-
ever, the administration will not op-
pose the version of H.R. 2761 passed by 
the Senate on November 16, but the ad-
ministration strongly opposes any 
amendments to the Senate-passed 
version of the bill away from the ad-
ministration’s key elements. 

And the only thing underlined in this 
statement to us is, accordingly, if H.R. 
2761 passes, that’s the bill before us, if 
it’s presented to the President to be 
considered, his senior advisers will rec-
ommend him veto the bill. A very im-
portant program. 

It’s already too late for insurance 
companies and policyholders to adopt 
the provisions as of January 1. State 
regulators don’t have time to print the 
forms. It’s time for us to pass the bill. 
It’s time for us to say, Okay, we didn’t 
settle all our differences with the Sen-
ate, and we can do that. And, quite 
frankly, I am very happy that it is the 
Senate bill we’ll be passing, because 
the Senate bill is very, very close to 
what we Republicans some year ago 
proposed. And we’ve gone through a 
year. 

Provisions, the House has not gotten 
its way on certain provisions. It’s time 
to act. It’s past time to act, and we’re 
going to have that opportunity today. 
We’re going to have the opportunity to 
extend what you say is a vital pro-
gram, what some of us say, well, actu-
ally we’re not getting what we want 
because we believe that this program 
continues to be a free Federal backstop 
for private insurers and developers, and 
that’s okay. 

We want development, just like you 
do. We don’t believe, as the Treasury 
does, many of us, that the program has 
served its purpose and it is actually 
impeding the private market, but we 
don’t have to get there. We have com-
promised our beliefs and are willing to 
vote for a 7-year extension. The Senate 
unanimously came together and com-
promised their various differences and 
voted unanimously for a version the 
President has said he will sign. 

The only thing that remains is on 
this side, the House side, that some in 
the majority have not gotten their way 
on certain provisions. And listen, I’m 
all for advocating a House position, but 
we’ve done that, and in the interests of 
the American people, in the interests 
of getting legislation, in the interests 
of closure, let’s vote for the Senate 
version. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How 
much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ). 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Chairman FRANK for 
your hard work on the legislation, and 
with all due respect to the gentleman 
from Alabama, I can appreciate what 
you are saying about the Senate and 
our negotiations with them, but the 
Congress of the United States is not a 
unicameral institution. 

b 1600 

The Founding Fathers created two 
Chambers, two bodies, and the opinions 
of this body are just as important as 
the opinions of the other body. And 
sending a strong message about the 
reset provisions and about the group 
life provisions for the policyholders 
that you say don’t care about those 
provisions is why we have a bicameral 
Congress. 

The other issue that I want to raise 
is that the life insurance fairness pro-
vision in this legislation, which you 
have strongly supported consistently, 
can stand on its own. It is not depend-
ent upon group life being included in 
this legislation overall and it has no 
ties to that provision. 

In the 109th Congress, we passed a bi-
partisan version of TRIA that included 
a provision that says that individuals 
will not be denied life insurance cov-
erage based solely on where they might 
lawfully travel, and that is included in 
this provision again. Too often life in-
surance companies deny the applica-
tions of people who express the intent 
to travel internationally. That’s par-
ticularly true when people say that 
they plan to travel to Israel because 
Israel and 26 other countries appear on 
the State Department’s travel warning 
list. The life insurance industry is 
using the State Department’s travel 
warning list as an underwriting tool. It 
was never intended to be an under-
writing tool. Countries don’t make 
that list based on an actuarial anal-
ysis. There are political and diplomatic 
considerations for those appearing on 
that list. Travel fairness language will 
protect consumers from unfair life in-
surance discrimination on the basis of 
past or future lawful travel, and this 
provision allows the insurers to price 
for risk according to an actuarial anal-
ysis. It’s also fair to the insurance 
companies because it allows for denial 
based on war, serious health conditions 
in the country the person is traveling 
to, or fraud. 

The freedom to travel is a right that 
we cherish, and no American should 
have to choose between their children’s 
financial security and having the right 
to travel freely. And that is what we 

are forcing Americans to do if we don’t 
pass this travel fairness language as a 
part of the reauthorization of TRIA. If 
we allow insurance companies to deny 
coverage based on the notion of where 
a person might travel, we are giving in 
to the terrorists who wish to change 
our way of life. 

Life insurance companies have been 
using the State Department warning 
list as an underwriting tool. It was 
never meant to be utilized that way. I 
urge the Members to support the 
House-passed version of TRIA. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CROWLEY). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISRAEL). The gentleman from New 
York is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank my friend 
and colleague from Massachusetts. 

I had a wonderful speech I was pre-
pared to read to you today, but, quite 
frankly, I’m outraged by the discussion 
that has taken place here. 

There is the discussion of 19 days left 
to get this legislation passed as though 
a gun is put to our heads that either we 
pass the Senate bill or this does not get 
extended. That’s hogwash. That’s not 
the way in which we should make legis-
lation. The notion that 100 Senators 
came to the floor and passed this bill is 
hogwash. They hot-lined this bill. It 
went to the floor without debate. The 
only debate that has taken place on 
this issue has taken place here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

Chairman FRANK in cooperation with 
the ranking member on the minority 
have worked diligently to get a quali-
fied bill to this floor, that New York 
wants, that our country wants and de-
serves. We should not allow a hole in 
the middle of Manhattan to lie as a 
monument to Osama bin Laden, be-
cause that’s what we’re doing by not 
allowing for a reset provision in this 
legislation. This is not about New York 
City. That provision is the Osama bin 
Laden protection provision. 

We should pass the House version of 
this bill and reject the Senate bill. 
Pass the House version. I would also 
note that not one Republican Member 
from New York State has been to the 
floor to defend your position on this 
issue. 

During negotiations on providing appropria-
tions for Fiscal Year 2008, the Republicans 
have opposed providing the emergency serv-
ice workers who are sick from the pollution 
they were exposed to at Ground Zero with the 
care they need. 

And today, many are expected to oppose 
this legislation, which would enable New York 
City to rebuild at Ground Zero. 

But I hope that does not happen. 
Because Americans believe that those who 

served on the frontlines at Ground Zero, and 
are sick due to their service, should be cared 
for. 

Because Americans believe that New York 
City must be rebuilt—stronger, prouder and 
better protected. 

Because Americans believe that in doing so 
we will send a message to al-qaeda that we 
won’t back down. 
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And that’s what today’s legislation is 

about—letting every terrorist organization 
know that you cannot break us. And if you try, 
we will only grow stronger. 

Let us take note, it was Chairman FRANK’s 
work on the terrorism risk insurance act that 
has moved the Bush Administration from an 
absolute position of opposition to being sup-
portive of extending this program for 7 years. 

He successfully moved a bi-partisan bill ear-
lier this year, in light of many Republicans 
ready to acquiesce to the President to kill this 
terrorism Insurance program. 

I welcome the new positions of the White 
House and many Republicans in this chamber 
today to finally support a real terrorism insur-
ance bill, it is a welcome change. 

Now, let’s talk some basic facts. 
We all know the Government will step in if 

there is another large scale attack like 9–11 
on our country again. 

What TRIA does is actually put the private 
insurance markets on the hook to pay part of 
the damages, meaning TRIA is a cost savings 
to the taxpayer and ensure that the insurance 
industry does what it is suppose to do—in-
sure. 

TRIA saves taxpayers money. 
Now onto a specific provision of to day’s bill 

that I want to highlight. 
Part of today’s bill includes a provision to 

honor those who were killed on 9–11, and pro-
tect the memories of others who, God forbid, 
may be killed in future attacks on our soil. 

This new language, language that was in-
cluded in the House-passed TRIA bill, creates 
a re-assurance to insurers and developers to 
rebuild on previously hit sites. 

This is important because we all know al- 
Qaeda returns to the scene of their crime; 
they hit the Twin Towers in 1993, and they re-
turned in 2001. And knowing their mentality, 
they will try to return again. 

Those that ignore that, ignore history and 
fact. 

The impacted site in Lower Manhattan can-
not continue to be a hole in the ground, or a 
sick tribute or trophy to Osama bin Laden— 
wherever he may be. 

Rather, we need to rebuild there, letting the 
terrorists know they can knock us down, but 
we will always pick ourselves up stronger. 

We need to pass this bill and get the Sen-
ate working on a strong compromise bill to en-
sure a real TRIA, one that won’t let Osama bin 
Laden continue to use the pictures at Ground 
Zero as a recruiting tool against our soldiers in 
Afghanistan or for attacks against Americans 
in this country or anywhere in the world. 

We have seen the White House veto threat 
against this bill as it is ‘‘expanding’’ the ter-
rorism insurance program. 

Rebuilding at previously hit sites is not ex-
panding the terrorism insurance program—it is 
the reason for the terrorism insurance pro-
gram. 

If you are serious about supporting TRIA, 
vote for this bill and ensure Osama bin Laden 
and his evil partners view September 11, 2001 
as the worst day in their lives, not the best. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 4299, the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Program Reauthorization Act of 2007. 
This legislation revises and extends the Ter-
rorism Risk Insurance program established 
under the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act of 
2002 (TRIA). TRIA has been a cornerstone of 
our Nation’s comprehensive response to the 

events of September 11, 2001, providing a 
vital and necessary backstop for our insurance 
industry and its policyholders. 

I am pleased that H.R. 4299 does not re-
duce TRIA’s complete coverage for nuclear, 
chemical, biological, and radiological events. It 
should be noted that workers’ compensation 
insurers are uniquely obligated by state law to 
provide coverage for these events to their pol-
icyholders; for them, especially, it is critical 
that TRIA provide a backstop for these events 
as well as for conventional acts of terrorism. 

It is important that TRIA serve the industry 
and its policyholders equally. Over the course 
of TRIA’s life, the ‘‘trigger level,’’ or threshold 
of losses insurers must suffer from an act of 
terrorism before TRIA can kick in, has been 
raised from $5 million to $100 million. For 
small- and medium-sized insurers—the major-
ity of the industry—a trigger level of $100 mil-
lion is too high. As a result, I support the pro-
vision which has survived in the House 
version in H.R. 4299 which returns the trigger 
level to the 2006 level of $50 million. 

While I support H.R. 4299, it is important to 
note a significant omission which also affects 
our small- and medium-sized insurers and 
their policyholders. The deductible insurers’ 
must pay under TRIA is potentially cost-pro-
hibitive for these companies. Additionally, this 
deductible is calculated based on the amount 
of an insurer’s direct earned premium over the 
previous year. Insurers’ deductibles under 
TRIA should be tied to their capital, not the 
amount of their liabilities. As a result, I encour-
age the House to reexamine TRIA in the fu-
ture to address this issue. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 862, 
the bill is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. BACHUS. In its current form, I 
am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Bachus moves to recommit the bill, 

H.R. 4299, to the Committee on Financial 
Services with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

Strike sections 6 through 10. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Alabama is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, the chair-
man of the Financial Services Com-
mittee, whom I have great respect for, 
indicated several times that we are 
here today because of the Senate’s in-
action and intransigence. Now, I’m not 
going to argue that point. The Senate, 
what they didn’t do is they didn’t take 
action on our bill, but what they did do 
is they came together and they unani-

mously passed legislation, and that 
legislation is very close to what House 
Republicans advocated from day one. 
They did take action. They passed leg-
islation. The President said he’ll sign 
it. It’s legislation that Treasury said is 
consistent with the original declara-
tions of the TRIA bill. 

I share the chairman’s frustration on 
the predicament we find ourselves in. I 
wish the Senate had been willing to en-
gage in a conference to allow Members 
the opportunity to work out their dif-
ferences on the extension of this pro-
gram. However, I will tell the chairman 
this: The House Republicans, many of 
us on that conference committee, 
would have voted to adopt the Senate 
language. So the Senate bill, in my 
opinion, had we conferenced, we would 
have still passed the Senate bill. 

Now, the chairman has expressed his 
frustration with the Senate that they 
are holding a gun to our head. I’m not 
going to characterize it in that regard. 
Whether it is or isn’t, I wish it wasn’t 
so. But the clock has run out on this 
Congress and the opportunity to get 
anything done on TRIA has, as a prac-
tical matter, gone by. But if it is so im-
portant, and most Members of this 
body believe it is, it’s important to 
pass legislation today, and that’s the 
Senate legislation. 

The motion to recommit removes ad-
ditions in the bill offered by the major-
ity and returns the TRIA language to 
that passed by the Senate last month 
by unanimous consent. The Senate bill 
reflects a bipartisan compromise with 
the administration. It extends the 
TRIA program for 7 years, the same 
amount of time that we advocated in a 
bipartisan bill in the House. We didn’t 
get a bipartisan bill in the House. It 
wasn’t a bad bill. It wasn’t a bad bill. 
But that bill when it passed and the 
bill today, the bill that was just of-
fered, is not going to become law. 

The Senate bill includes coverage for 
domestic terrorism. Many in this body 
felt like it ought to include that. It im-
poses a liability cap for the market-
place. That’s good. I think it’s a re-
sponsible, measured approach to ex-
tending a vital program, as many have 
characterized it. Not all on this side 
agree. But the majority on this side 
will come together, the majority of the 
minority, and pass what you say is a 
vital program and we’ll do it today. 
The administration has said they will 
veto the House bill. Both sides of the 
aisle and the Senate have indicated 
that the Senate is unwilling to con-
sider it. We have a gripe against the 
Senate, but let’s take that up with the 
Senate. A large number of Members in 
the House may continue to oppose the 
Senate bill. You have an opportunity 
to vote on it in just a minute. 

The only TRIA extension that can 
get enacted is the Senate compromise. 
Many say I wish it wasn’t so. It is. The 
only responsible course for this House 
to take is to accept the Senate bill and 
move on. My motion is the Senate 
compromise. 
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We have 19 days until TRIA expires. 

Let me say it again. That’s not a prac-
tical time left for the industry to com-
ply with legislation. In a reasoned soci-
ety, a deliberative body would never 
pass a bill and ask the American people 
to adopt all that in 5 days. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot risk TRIA’s 
expiration. We need to get the job done 
now. A vote for this motion to recom-
mit is a vote to promote economic vi-
tality in this country. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo-
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to begin with the 
schizophrenic attitude towards the 
Senate. The gentleman said a number 
of times that the Senate passed this 
unanimously. Yes, by avoiding con-
ference, by making a deal. 

But he also continually said, cor-
rectly, that this bill was passed way 
too late. Why are we here now? The an-
swer as to why we’re here now, Mr. 
Speaker, it’s the Senate that he was so 
admiring of. Yes, the Senate passed it 
without a vote, on November 16. We 
passed the bill on September 19. The 
House passed the bill with 31⁄2 months 
left to go in the year. The Senate 
passed the bill less than a month ago. 
The Senate passed the bill, by the way, 
a different bill than ours, after we had 
adjourned for the recess. 

So the Senate, whom he extols for 
having managed to put everything 
under the rug and make one of their 
deals where nobody gets fingerprinted 
for anything, they sent us this bill, and 
the earliest we could have passed it 
was last week. So all this rhetoric 
about 6 months, et cetera, well, that’s, 
Mr. Speaker, his friends in the Senate 
who caused that problem. If they had 
worked with us, we would have had 
several months. 

Now, we are going to pass a bill. We 
understand that. And we may well be 
able to pass only the Senate bill early 
next week. We have preserved our abil-
ity to do that. There is no chance of 
this expiring. The question is this: 
Should we acquiesce in a procedure by 
which the United States Senate waits 
until after we have adjourned for the 
Thanksgiving recess and sends us a bill 
and says, this is it, take it or leave it, 
or do we say, no, we don’t like that and 
we’re going to at least try to make you 
vote on things. 

Now, I know the gentleman from Ala-
bama likes the Senate version appar-
ently where you just have unanimity 
so-called. I prefer democracy. I prefer 
letting things get voted on. Maybe the 
Senate won’t vote, but let’s at least 
give them one more option. It may 
take us another 3 or 4 days. So the no-
tion that we are somehow delaying this 
for 3 or 4 days, no. We waited from our 
bill in September to theirs in Novem-
ber. Two months later they passed it. 
Three days or 4 days isn’t going to 
make any difference and we’ll get the 
bill through. 

Here’s what we want to do. We want 
to say that the point that the gentle-
woman from Florida made that you 
should not arbitrarily cancel people’s 
life insurance because they’re traveling 
to a country that’s on the State De-
partment watch list, whether it’s the 
nation of Israel or others that Ameri-
cans want to travel to. Yes, if you can 
show that there’s danger there, you can 
cut off their insurance. But don’t say 
that we’re just going to give up on 
that. Maybe we can’t do it this year. 
Let’s take the motion to recommit, 
then, because we’re going to pass this 
bill soon, anyway, and we may have to 
pass the Senate version. Let’s have a 
referendum on the freedom to travel 
provision. Let’s have a referendum on 
whether or not we include group life or 
say that we insure buildings in this 
country but not life. Let’s have a ref-
erendum on whether smaller insurance 
companies should be able to partici-
pate. Under our bill they can. Under 
the Senate bill they can’t. And let’s 
have that reset mechanism that the 
gentleman from Queens, New York, 
talked about so eloquently, which says 
we’re going to rebuild and any place 
that’s hit, we will rebuild them again. 

Let me say, we have a referendum on 
those issues. We may not be able to win 
this year, but I want to be able, as 
chairman of the committee, to go back 
early next year and say to our friends 
in the Senate, okay, your rope-a-dope 
tactics may have worked, but they 
didn’t work on the merits. 

b 1615 

And we want to go back at you on 
small insurance companies and on 
group life and on the question of free-
dom to travel, and we want to bring it 
up again. 

And the last point, when we’re talk-
ing about why is this being done now, 
it’s supposed to be temporary? I never 
thought it would be temporary. Here’s 
the point: If you go through the private 
market, it is paid for by the insured, 
ultimately. I do not think that those 
people who are choosing to do business 
in areas that may be singled out by the 
terrorists ought to have to pay the 
higher cost of insuring themselves for 
that. Against fire, against theft, 
against liability for someone falling 
down, sure, that’s their responsibility. 
But defending ourselves against ter-
rorism is not a market matter; it’s a 
matter of national security. And the 
whole country ought to come together 
in a unified way and say you may not 
threaten New York or Chicago or At-
lanta or Miami, or any other part of 
America, or Los Angeles, as they 
threatened the airport. You may not 
threaten us and make us pay more. 
You cannot make it more expensive to 
do business in one part of this country 
than another. We will come together as 
one Nation in this program and say, 
yes, you are responsible for insuring 
yourself against various dangers. But 
for insuring yourself against mur-
derous thugs seeking to do harm to 

this country, this country will come 
together as one in a national program 
and rebut that, and we will not allow 
them to intrude. 

Now, again, it may be that in the end 
the best we can get is the Senate bill. 
But at this point, I urge the Members 
not to vote down, in principle, a reset 
mechanism that says, okay, you only 
get hit once and then you’re gone, or 
the freedom to travel, or group life, or 
smaller companies. 

I hope the motion to recommit is de-
feated and that we let the Senate know 
that we will continue to engage in de-
mocracy in this part of the Capitol. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to recom-
mit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of H.R. 4299, if or-
dered, and adoption of the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 1585. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 173, nays 
246, not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1149] 

YEAS—173 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 

Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 

Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
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Reichert 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 

Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Turner 

Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—246 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 

Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 

Woolsey 
Wu 

Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—12 

Carson 
Cubin 
Hooley 
Hunter 

Jindal 
Kind 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Spratt 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining on this vote. 

b 1638 

Messrs. SAXTON, DENT, RUSH, 
GERLACH, LINCOLN DAVIS of Ten-
nessee and Ms. SOLIS changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. SULLIVAN, CAMP of Michi-
gan, LATHAM, WICKER and Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 303, noes 116, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1150] 

AYES—303 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carter 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 

Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 

Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 

Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 

Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 

Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOES—116 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Drake 

Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Granger 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 

McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Walden (OR) 
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Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 

Westmoreland 
Wicker 

Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Carson 
Cubin 
Gohmert 
Hooley 

Hunter 
Jindal 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Spratt 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1647 

Mr. MARCHANT changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. GOODLATTE changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1585, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is on agreeing to the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 
1585), on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 370, nays 49, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1151] 

YEAS—370 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 

Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 

Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 

Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 

Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 

Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—49 

Baldwin 
Capuano 
Clarke 
Cleaver 
Conyers 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
Doggett 
Duncan 
Ellison 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Goode 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hinchey 

Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Kucinich 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Markey 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore (WI) 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 

Payne 
Petri 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Stark 
Tierney 
Towns 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watson 
Welch (VT) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—12 

Carson 
Cubin 
Hooley 
Hunter 

Jindal 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Spratt 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1655 

Messrs. DAVIS of Illinois, FATTAH, 
GEORGE MILLER of California and 
DEFAZIO changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 1151, H.R. 1585, The National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008, In in-
advertently failed to record my vote. But for 
this oversight, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

f 

AMT RELIEF ACT OF 2007 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 861, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 4351) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide indi-
viduals temporary relief from the al-
ternative minimum tax, and for other 
purposes, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4351 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘AMT Relief Act of 2007’’. 

(b) REFERENCE.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided, whenever in this Act an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con-
sidered to be made to a section or other pro-
vision of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title, etc. 

TITLE I—INDIVIDUAL TAX RELIEF 

Sec. 101. Extension of alternative minimum 
tax relief for nonrefundable per-
sonal credits. 

Sec. 102. Extension of increased alternative 
minimum tax exemption 
amount. 

Sec. 103. Increase of AMT refundable credit 
amount for individuals with 
long-term unused credits for 
prior year minimum tax liabil-
ity, etc. 

Sec. 104. Refundable child credit. 
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TITLE II—REVENUE PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A—Nonqualified Deferred Com-
pensation From Certain Tax Indifferent 
Parties 

Sec. 201. Nonqualified deferred compensa-
tion from certain tax indif-
ferent parties. 

Subtitle B—Codification of Economic 
Substance Doctrine 

Sec. 211. Codification of economic substance 
doctrine. 

Sec. 212. Penalties for underpayments. 
Subtitle C—Other Provisions 

Sec. 221. Delay in application of worldwide 
allocation of interest. 

Sec. 222. Modification of penalty for failure 
to file partnership returns. 

Sec. 223. Penalty for failure to file S cor-
poration returns. 

Sec. 224. Increase in minimum penalty on 
failure to file a return of tax. 

Sec. 225. Time for payment of corporate esti-
mated taxes. 

TITLE I—INDIVIDUAL TAX RELIEF 
SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 

TAX RELIEF FOR NONREFUNDABLE 
PERSONAL CREDITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
26(a) (relating to special rule for taxable 
years 2000 through 2006) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or 2006’’ and inserting 
‘‘2006, or 2007’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘2006’’ in the heading thereof 
and inserting ‘‘2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2006. 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF INCREASED ALTER-

NATIVE MINIMUM TAX EXEMPTION 
AMOUNT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
55(d) (relating to exemption amount) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘($62,550 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2006)’’ in subpara-
graph (A) and inserting ‘‘($66,250 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2007)’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘($42,500 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2006)’’ in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘($44,350 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2007)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2006. 
SEC. 103. INCREASE OF AMT REFUNDABLE CRED-

IT AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH 
LONG-TERM UNUSED CREDITS FOR 
PRIOR YEAR MINIMUM TAX LIABIL-
ITY, ETC. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
53(e) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) AMT REFUNDABLE CREDIT AMOUNT.— 
For purposes of paragraph (1), the term 
‘AMT refundable credit amount’ means, with 
respect to any taxable year, the amount (not 
in excess of the long-term unused minimum 
tax credit for such taxable year) equal to the 
greater of— 

‘‘(A) 50 percent of the long-term unused 
minimum tax credit for such taxable year, or 

‘‘(B) the amount (if any) of the AMT re-
fundable credit amount determined under 
this paragraph for the taxpayer’s preceding 
taxable year.’’. 

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN UNDERPAY-
MENTS, INTEREST, AND PENALTIES ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO THE TREATMENT OF INCENTIVE 
STOCK OPTIONS.—Section 53 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(f) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN UNDERPAY-
MENTS, INTEREST, AND PENALTIES ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO THE TREATMENT OF INCENTIVE 
STOCK OPTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) ABATEMENT.—Any underpayment of 
tax outstanding on the date of the enact-

ment of this subsection which is attributable 
to the application of section 56(b)(3) for any 
taxable year ending before January 1, 2007 
(and any interest or penalty with respect to 
such underpayment which is outstanding on 
such date of enactment), is hereby abated. 
No credit shall be allowed under this section 
with respect to any amount abated under 
this paragraph. 

‘‘(2) INCREASE IN CREDIT FOR CERTAIN INTER-
EST AND PENALTIES ALREADY PAID.—Any in-
terest or penalty paid before the date of the 
enactment of this subsection which would 
(but for such payment) have been abated 
under paragraph (1) shall be treated for pur-
poses of this section as an amount of ad-
justed net minimum tax imposed for the tax-
able year of the underpayment to which such 
interest or penalty relates.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2006. 

(2) ABATEMENT.—Section 53(f)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, as added by sub-
section (b), shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 104. REFUNDABLE CHILD CREDIT. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF THRESHOLD AMOUNT.— 
Clause (i) of section 24(d)(1)(B) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘($8,500 in the case of taxable years 
beginning in 2008)’’ after ‘‘$10,000’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2007. 

TITLE II—REVENUE PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Nonqualified Deferred Com-

pensation From Certain Tax Indifferent 
Parties 

SEC. 201. NONQUALIFIED DEFERRED COMPENSA-
TION FROM CERTAIN TAX INDIF-
FERENT PARTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part II of 
subchapter E of chapter 1 (relating to tax-
able year for which items of gross income in-
cluded) is amended by inserting after section 
457 the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 457A. NONQUALIFIED DEFERRED COM-

PENSATION FROM CERTAIN TAX IN-
DIFFERENT PARTIES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Any compensation 
which is deferred under a nonqualified de-
ferred compensation plan of a nonqualified 
entity shall be taken into account for pur-
poses of this chapter when there is no sub-
stantial risk of forfeiture of the rights to 
such compensation. 

‘‘(b) NONQUALIFIED ENTITY.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘nonqualified enti-
ty’ means— 

‘‘(1) any foreign corporation unless sub-
stantially all of its income is— 

‘‘(A) effectively connected with the con-
duct of a trade or business in the United 
States, or 

‘‘(B) subject to a comprehensive foreign in-
come tax, and 

‘‘(2) any partnership unless substantially 
all of its income is allocated to persons other 
than— 

‘‘(A) foreign persons with respect to whom 
such income is not subject to a comprehen-
sive foreign income tax, and 

‘‘(B) organizations which are exempt from 
tax under this title. 

‘‘(c) ASCERTAINABILITY OF AMOUNTS OF 
COMPENSATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the amount of any 
compensation is not ascertainable at the 
time that such compensation is otherwise to 
be taken into account under subsection (a)— 

‘‘(A) such amount shall be so taken into 
account when ascertainable, and 

‘‘(B) the tax imposed under this chapter for 
the taxable year in which such compensation 
is taken into account under subparagraph 
(A) shall be increased by the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the amount of interest determined 
under paragraph (2), and 

‘‘(ii) an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
amount of such compensation. 

‘‘(2) INTEREST.—For purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i), the interest determined under this 
paragraph for any taxable year is the 
amount of interest at the underpayment rate 
under section 6621 plus 1 percentage point on 
the underpayments that would have occurred 
had the deferred compensation been includ-
ible in gross income for the taxable year in 
which first deferred or, if later, the first tax-
able year in which such deferred compensa-
tion is not subject to a substantial risk of 
forfeiture. 

‘‘(d) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL 
RULES.—For purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) SUBSTANTIAL RISK OF FORFEITURE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The rights of a person to 

compensation shall be treated as subject to a 
substantial risk of forfeiture only if such 
person’s rights to such compensation are 
conditioned upon the future performance of 
substantial services by any individual. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR COMPENSATION BASED 
ON GAIN RECOGNIZED ON AN INVESTMENT 
ASSET.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—To the extent provided in 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, if 
compensation is determined solely by ref-
erence to the amount of gain recognized on 
the disposition of an investment asset, such 
compensation shall be treated as subject to a 
substantial risk of forfeiture until the date 
of such disposition. 

‘‘(ii) INVESTMENT ASSET.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the term ‘investment asset’ means 
any single asset (other than an investment 
fund or similar entity)— 

‘‘(I) acquired directly by an investment 
fund or similar entity, 

‘‘(II) with respect to which such entity 
does not (nor does any person related to such 
entity) participate in the active manage-
ment of such asset (or if such asset is an in-
terest in an entity, in the active manage-
ment of the activities of such entity), and 

‘‘(III) substantially all of any gain on the 
disposition of which (other than such de-
ferred compensation) is allocated to inves-
tors in such entity. 

‘‘(iii) COORDINATION WITH SPECIAL RULE FOR 
SHORT-TERM DEFERRALS OF COMPENSATION.— 
Paragraph (3)(B) shall not apply to any com-
pensation to which clause (i) applies. 

‘‘(2) COMPREHENSIVE FOREIGN INCOME TAX.— 
The term ‘comprehensive foreign income 
tax’ means, with respect to any foreign per-
son, the income tax of a foreign country if— 

‘‘(A) such person is eligible for the benefits 
of a comprehensive income tax treaty be-
tween such foreign country and the United 
States, or 

‘‘(B) such person demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the Secretary that such foreign 
country has a comprehensive income tax. 

Such term shall not include any tax unless 
such tax includes rules for the deductibility 
of deferred compensation which are similar 
to the rules of this title. 

‘‘(3) NONQUALIFIED DEFERRED COMPENSATION 
PLAN.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘nonqualified 
deferred compensation plan’ has the meaning 
given such term under section 409A(d), ex-
cept that such term shall include any plan 
that provides a right to compensation based 
on the appreciation in value of a specified 
number of equity units of the service recipi-
ent. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR SHORT-TERM DEFER-
RALS.—Compensation shall not be treated as 
deferred for purposes of this section if the 
service provider receives payment of such 
compensation not later than 12 months after 
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the end of the taxable year of the service re-
cipient during which the right to the pay-
ment of such compensation is no longer sub-
ject to a substantial risk of forfeiture. 

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN COMPENSATION 
WITH RESPECT TO EFFECTIVELY CONNECTED IN-
COME.—In the case a foreign corporation with 
income which is taxable under section 882, 
this section shall not apply to compensation 
which, had such compensation had been paid 
in cash on the date that such compensation 
ceased to be subject to a substantial risk of 
forfeiture, would have been deductible by 
such foreign corporation against such in-
come. 

‘‘(5) APPLICATION OF RULES.—Rules similar 
to the rules of paragraphs (5) and (6) of sec-
tion 409A(d) shall apply. 

‘‘(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, including regulations 
disregarding a substantial risk of forfeiture 
in cases where necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
26(b)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (S), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (T) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(U) section 457A(c)(1)(B) (relating to as-
certainability of amounts of compensa-
tion).’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of subpart B of part II of subchapter 
E of chapter 1 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 457 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 457A. Nonqualified deferred compensa-

tion from certain tax indif-
ferent parties.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
deferred which are attributable to services 
performed after December 31, 2007. 

(2) APPLICATION TO EXISTING DEFERRALS.— 
In the case of any amount deferred to which 
the amendments made by this section do not 
apply solely by reason of the fact that the 
amount is attributable to services performed 
before January 1, 2008, to the extent such 
amount is not includible in gross income in 
a taxable year beginning before 2017, such 
amounts shall be includible in gross income 
in the later of— 

(A) the last taxable year beginning before 
2017, or 

(B) the taxable year in which there is no 
substantial risk of forfeiture of the rights to 
such compensation (determined in the same 
manner as determined for purposes of section 
457A of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
added by this section). 

(3) ACCELERATED PAYMENTS.—No later than 
60 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall issue guidance 
providing a limited period of time during 
which a nonqualified deferred compensation 
arrangement attributable to services per-
formed on or before December 31, 2007, may, 
without violating the requirements of sec-
tion 409A(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, be amended to conform the date of dis-
tribution to the date the amounts are re-
quired to be included in income. 

(4) CERTAIN BACK-TO-BACK ARRANGEMENTS.— 
If the taxpayer is also a service recipient and 
maintains one or more nonqualified deferred 
compensation arrangements for its service 
providers under which any amount is attrib-
utable to services performed on or before De-
cember 31, 2007, the guidance issued under 
paragraph (3) shall permit such arrange-
ments to be amended to conform the dates of 

distribution under such arrangement to the 
date amounts are required to be included in 
the income of such taxpayer under this sub-
section. 

(5) ACCELERATED PAYMENT NOT TREATED AS 
MATERIAL MODIFICATION.—Any amendment to 
a nonqualified deferred compensation ar-
rangement made pursuant to paragraph (3) 
or (4) shall not be treated as a material 
modification of the arrangement for pur-
poses of section 409A of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

Subtitle B—Codification of Economic 
Substance Doctrine 

SEC. 211. CODIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE DOCTRINE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7701 is amended 
by redesignating subsection (p) as subsection 
(q) and by inserting after subsection (o) the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(p) CLARIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE 
DOCTRINE.— 

‘‘(1) APPLICATION OF DOCTRINE.—In the case 
of any transaction to which the economic 
substance doctrine is relevant, such trans-
action shall be treated as having economic 
substance only if— 

‘‘(A) the transaction changes in a meaning-
ful way (apart from Federal income tax ef-
fects) the taxpayer’s economic position, and 

‘‘(B) the taxpayer has a substantial pur-
pose (apart from Federal income tax effects) 
for entering into such transaction. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE WHERE TAXPAYER RELIES 
ON PROFIT POTENTIAL.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The potential for profit 
of a transaction shall be taken into account 
in determining whether the requirements of 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) 
are met with respect to the transaction only 
if the present value of the reasonably ex-
pected pre-tax profit from the transaction is 
substantial in relation to the present value 
of the expected net tax benefits that would 
be allowed if the transaction were respected. 

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF FEES AND FOREIGN 
TAXES.—Fees and other transaction expenses 
and foreign taxes shall be taken into account 
as expenses in determining pre-tax profit 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(3) STATE AND LOCAL TAX BENEFITS.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), any State or local 
income tax effect which is related to a Fed-
eral income tax effect shall be treated in the 
same manner as a Federal income tax effect. 

‘‘(4) FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING BENEFITS.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1)(B), achieving a fi-
nancial accounting benefit shall not be 
taken into account as a purpose for entering 
into a transaction if such transaction results 
in a Federal income tax benefit. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this subsection— 

‘‘(A) ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE DOCTRINE.—The 
term ‘economic substance doctrine’ means 
the common law doctrine under which tax 
benefits under subtitle A with respect to a 
transaction are not allowable if the trans-
action does not have economic substance or 
lacks a business purpose. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR PERSONAL TRANS-
ACTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of an 
individual, paragraph (1) shall apply only to 
transactions entered into in connection with 
a trade or business or an activity engaged in 
for the production of income. 

‘‘(C) OTHER COMMON LAW DOCTRINES NOT AF-
FECTED.—Except as specifically provided in 
this subsection, the provisions of this sub-
section shall not be construed as altering or 
supplanting any other rule of law, and the 
requirements of this subsection shall be con-
strued as being in addition to any such other 
rule of law. 

‘‘(D) DETERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF 
DOCTRINE NOT AFFECTED.—The determination 
of whether the economic substance doctrine 

is relevant to a transaction shall be made in 
the same manner as if this subsection had 
never been enacted. 

‘‘(6) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this subsection. Such regulations 
may include exemptions from the applica-
tion of this subsection.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 212. PENALTIES FOR UNDERPAYMENTS. 

(a) PENALTY FOR UNDERPAYMENTS ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO TRANSACTIONS LACKING ECONOMIC 
SUBSTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
6662 is amended by inserting after paragraph 
(5) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) Any disallowance of claimed tax bene-
fits by reason of a transaction lacking eco-
nomic substance (within the meaning of sec-
tion 7701(p)) or failing to meet the require-
ments of any similar rule of law.’’. 

(2) INCREASED PENALTY FOR NONDISCLOSED 
TRANSACTIONS.—Section 6662 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(i) INCREASE IN PENALTY IN CASE OF NON-
DISCLOSED NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANS-
ACTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that a por-
tion of the underpayment to which this sec-
tion applies is attributable to one or more 
nondisclosed noneconomic substance trans-
actions, subsection (a) shall be applied with 
respect to such portion by substituting ‘40 
percent’ for ‘20 percent’. 

‘‘(2) NONDISCLOSED NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE 
TRANSACTIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘nondisclosed noneconomic 
substance transaction’ means any portion of 
a transaction described in subsection (b)(6) 
with respect to which the relevant facts af-
fecting the tax treatment are not adequately 
disclosed in the return nor in a statement at-
tached to the return. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR AMENDED RETURNS.— 
Except as provided in regulations, in no 
event shall any amendment or supplement to 
a return of tax be taken into account for 
purposes of this subsection if the amendment 
or supplement is filed after the earlier of the 
date the taxpayer is first contacted by the 
Secretary regarding the examination of the 
return or such other date as is specified by 
the Secretary.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 6662A(e)(2) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘section 6662(h)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (h) or (i) of section 6662’’, 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘GROSS VALUATION 
MISSTATEMENT PENALTY’’ in the heading and 
inserting ‘‘CERTAIN INCREASED UNDER-
PAYMENT PENALTIES’’. 

(b) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION NOT AP-
PLICABLE TO NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANS-
ACTIONS, TAX SHELTERS, AND CERTAIN LARGE 
CORPORATIONS.—Subsection (c) of section 
6664 is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively, 

(2) by striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ in para-
graph (4), as so redesignated, and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (3)’’, and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR NONECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE TRANSACTIONS, TAX SHELTERS, AND 
CERTAIN LARGE CORPORATIONS.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not apply— 

‘‘(A) to any portion of an underpayment 
which is attributable to one or more tax 
shelters (as defined in section 6662(d)(2)(C)) 
or transactions described in section 
6662(b)(6), and 
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‘‘(B) to any taxpayer if such taxpayer is a 

specified large corporation (as defined in sec-
tion 6662(d)(2)(D)(ii)).’’. 

(c) APPLICATION OF PENALTY FOR ERRO-
NEOUS CLAIM FOR REFUND OR CREDIT TO NON-
ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANSACTIONS.—Sec-
tion 6676 is amended by redesignating sub-
section (c) as subsection (d) and inserting 
after subsection (b) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANS-
ACTIONS TREATED AS LACKING REASONABLE 
BASIS.—For purposes of this section, any ex-
cessive amount which is attributable to any 
transaction described in section 6662(b)(6) 
shall not be treated as having a reasonable 
basis.’’. 

(d) SPECIAL UNDERSTATEMENT REDUCTION 
RULE FOR CERTAIN LARGE CORPORATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
6662(d) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) SPECIAL REDUCTION RULE FOR CERTAIN 
LARGE CORPORATIONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any speci-
fied large corporation— 

‘‘(I) subparagraph (B) shall not apply, and 
‘‘(II) the amount of the understatement 

under subparagraph (A) shall be reduced by 
that portion of the understatement which is 
attributable to any item with respect to 
which the taxpayer has a reasonable belief 
that the tax treatment of such item by the 
taxpayer is more likely than not the proper 
tax treatment of such item. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIFIED LARGE CORPORATION.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

paragraph, the term ‘specified large corpora-
tion’ means any corporation with gross re-
ceipts in excess of $100,000,000 for the taxable 
year involved. 

‘‘(II) AGGREGATION RULE.—All persons 
treated as a single employer under section 
52(a) shall be treated as one person for pur-
poses of subclause (I).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (C) of section 6662(d)(2) is amended by 
striking ‘‘Subparagraph (B)’’ and inserting 
‘‘Subparagraphs (B) and (D)(i)(II)’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

Subtitle C—Other Provisions 
SEC. 221. DELAY IN APPLICATION OF WORLD-

WIDE ALLOCATION OF INTEREST. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (5)(D) and (6) 

of section 864(f) are each amended by strik-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2017’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 222. MODIFICATION OF PENALTY FOR FAIL-

URE TO FILE PARTNERSHIP RE-
TURNS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TIME LIMITATION.—Sub-
section (a) of section 6698 (relating to general 
rule) is amended by striking ‘‘5 months’’ and 
inserting ‘‘12 months’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN PENALTY AMOUNT.—Para-
graph (1) of section 6698(b) is amended by 
striking ‘‘$50’’ and inserting ‘‘$100’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
required to be filed after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 223. PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO FILE S COR-

PORATION RETURNS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part I of subchapter B of 

chapter 68 (relating to assessable penalties) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6699A. FAILURE TO FILE S CORPORATION 

RETURN. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In addition to the 

penalty imposed by section 7203 (relating to 

willful failure to file return, supply informa-
tion, or pay tax), if any S corporation re-
quired to file a return under section 6037 for 
any taxable year— 

‘‘(1) fails to file such return at the time 
prescribed therefor (determined with regard 
to any extension of time for filing), or 

‘‘(2) files a return which fails to show the 
information required under section 6037, 
such S corporation shall be liable for a pen-
alty determined under subsection (b) for 
each month (or fraction thereof) during 
which such failure continues (but not to ex-
ceed 12 months), unless it is shown that such 
failure is due to reasonable cause. 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT PER MONTH.—For purposes of 
subsection (a), the amount determined under 
this subsection for any month is the product 
of— 

‘‘(1) $100, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the number of persons who were share-

holders in the S corporation during any part 
of the taxable year. 

‘‘(c) ASSESSMENT OF PENALTY.—The pen-
alty imposed by subsection (a) shall be as-
sessed against the S corporation. 

‘‘(d) DEFICIENCY PROCEDURES NOT TO 
APPLY.—Subchapter B of chapter 63 (relating 
to deficiency procedures for income, estate, 
gift, and certain excise taxes) shall not apply 
in respect of the assessment or collection of 
any penalty imposed by subsection (a).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter 
68 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘Sec. 6699A. Failure to file S corporation re-

turn.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to returns 
required to be filed after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 224. INCREASE IN MINIMUM PENALTY ON 

FAILURE TO FILE A RETURN OF TAX. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 

6651 is amended by striking ‘‘$100’’ in the last 
sentence and inserting ‘‘$150’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
the due date for the filing of which (includ-
ing extensions) is after December 31, 2007. 
SEC. 225. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE ES-

TIMATED TAXES. 
The percentage under subparagraph (B) of 

section 401(1) of the Tax Increase Prevention 
and Reconciliation Act of 2005 in effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act is in-
creased by 52.5 percentage points. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 861, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
and the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
MCCRERY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, after my 
speaking, I ask unanimous consent 
that the balance of my time be con-
trolled by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), and that he be al-
lowed to assign it to speakers on behalf 
of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I am so proud to have the oppor-

tunity to say once again that fulfilling 
our constitutional responsibility, the 
Ways and Means Committee has re-
ported out a bill to provide relief to up-

ward of some 25 million people from 
being hit by a $50 billion tax increase, 
which it was never thought could hap-
pen to these people. 

b 1700 
By the same token, almost separate 

and apart from this, we have an oppor-
tunity to close a very unfair provision 
that we find in our Tax Code, that cer-
tainly no one has come to me to de-
fend, which prevents a handful of peo-
ple from having unlimited funds being 
shipped overseas under deferred com-
pensation and escaping liability. It is 
just plain wrong if we were talking 
about this by itself. But we are not 
doing that. We are talking about bring-
ing something together that I don’t see 
how anyone can be opposed. 

So let’s talk about the things that we 
all agree on. Nobody, Republican or 
Democrat, liberal or conservative, be-
lieves that these taxpayers should be 
hit by a tax that we didn’t intend. 

Two, no one has the guts to defend 
the offshore deferred compensation. 
You may have some feelings about it 
because of a couple of friends, but we 
know it’s indecent and immoral. 

So what is the problem? We raise the 
money and we hope that, through this 
and others, we will be able to pay for 
the loss of revenue that is enacted by 
the patch. That is the $50 billion. I 
wish that I could yield all of our time 
to the Republicans to explain once 
again, as eloquent as my dear friend 
Mr. MCCRERY is, as to why this is not 
borrowing. 

Mr. DREIER yesterday in the Rules 
Committee says it’s not borrowing be-
cause we never intended for this to 
happen. Well, if it works for you guys, 
I’m going to try it when I get home 
with my creditors and say, hey, it 
wasn’t meant for me to be broke and so 
it’s not borrowing; just ignore it. 

But it doesn’t work that way on pen-
cil and paper. Either you have got to 
cut programs by $50 billion, raise the 
revenue by $50 billion, or mumble for 
$50 billion. Enough of the mumbling. 
Can’t we unite on this, and at least let 
them know in the Senate that the 
House of Representatives is the House 
of the People, that we believe in what 
we’re doing? And let’s remember this; 
that we know the President, when he is 
closing things that he wants to be 
closed on to raise revenue, it’s not a 
tax increase. He and Secretary Paulson 
call it, what, a loophole closing. That’s 
all we’re trying to do in paying for 
this. 

And so, remember, the President 
won’t be with you in November, but I 
will be, trying to help all of us to un-
derstand that we did the best we could 
for the Congress and for the country. 
So we are giving the other body an-
other opportunity. Hopefully this time 
they will not be irresponsible but they 
will join with us in doing two things: 
Reform the system for a provision that 
only benefits a handful of people at the 
expense of the United States Treasurer; 
and, two, prevent this burden from fall-
ing on 25 million innocent, hard-
working American people. 
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At this time I would like to yield the 

balance of my time to Chairman RICH-
ARD NEAL. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts will control the balance of the 
time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
might consume. 

I rise in support of the AMT Relief 
Act of 2007. We are here again in an ef-
fort to protect 23 million American 
taxpayers from higher taxes on April 
15. Almost 19 million of those tax-
payers have never paid AMT before, 
and some indeed have not even heard of 
AMT. With this bill, we can ensure 
that it stays that way. 

My district alone will see an increase 
from 7,300 families hit by AMT to 67,000 
people hit by AMT. We have individ-
uals across this country, including 
Maggie Rauh from my district who is a 
CPA and who testified that her family 
income is at $75,000. She takes the 
standard deduction. They have three 
children. She is going to pay AMT. 
That family trip to Disneyland next 
year is on hold. 

Joel Campbell of Loudoun County, 
Virginia told the committee that his 
family had to choose between saving 
more for retirement or paying for col-
lege. Higher taxes because of AMT are 
forcing middle- and upper middle-in-
come families to make these difficult 
choices. 

So we all agree that AMT should not 
be affecting these working families, 
but we cannot agree on how to do it. 
And that is the point: Everybody 
agrees that it has got to be fixed. The 
Republicans propose to borrow $50 bil-
lion; we intend to proceed with paying 
for this issue. When I hear the argu-
ment that we should forget about it be-
cause it was never intended to hit mid-
dle-income people, as Mr. RANGEL 
noted, I would like to try that on my 
creditors. 

The Republicans believe that we 
should not offset this tax increase for 
middle-income people. Indeed, the 
President’s budgets for the last few 
years have all counted on this revenue, 
and he projects next year precisely the 
same thing. 

We made a pledge earlier this year to 
the American taxpayer that we would 
do no harm to the Federal budget. So if 
we lower tax revenues, we have to 
make up for that loss and not add to 
the deficit. That PAYGO pledge is dif-
ficult and painful, but most sensible. 

The bill that we bring before the 
House today is a smaller package than 
before. The expiring provisions and the 
carried interest revenue raisers are 
gone. In the face of opposition to our 
offsets, we cannot retain this package 
because of the expiring tax provisions. 
It is my hope that we can turn to these 
provisions again in the near future and 
perhaps, if necessary, make them ret-
roactive, indeed. 

This bill provides that offshore hedge 
fund managers not enjoy unlimited de-

ferral from any taxation on their com-
pensation. We have all seen the news 
reports of these hedge fund people de-
ferring hundreds of millions of dollars 
in compensation offshore because of a 
tax loophole. This bill closes that loop-
hole, and it gives tax relief to 23 mil-
lion families. 

The bill also provides that a cor-
porate tax shelter abuser be subject to 
new rules requiring economic sub-
stance in transactions. Let me inter-
pret. It has to be for real. By cracking 
down on tax shelter abusers, we are 
able to provide tax relief to the fami-
lies of 13 million children in minimum 
wage households who get little or no 
refundable child tax credits. 

The bill is simple. The bill is 
straightforward. Despite some opposi-
tion, we are going to persevere in our 
path to responsible tax cuts. Eccle-
siastes teaches us that the race is not 
always to the swift nor the battle to 
the strong. That does not affect our 
conviction here that we intend to per-
severe on the right path. We stand by 
our pledge to the American taxpayer 
and hope to convince others to join our 
battle today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill before us today, just as 
I did the last time this bill was on the 
floor. It is not exactly the same, but 
basically it is a bill that would patch, 
so to speak, the AMT, and then in-
crease other taxes to the same amount 
as the baseline says the patch costs. 

Let me make one thing clear. Repub-
licans are for patching the AMT, a 1- 
year patch on the AMT. We are for, in 
other words, freezing the AMT in place 
just as it is today or just as it was for 
the last tax year. Where we differ with 
the majority, at least so far, is over the 
question of whether we need to, quote, 
pay for the patch by raising other 
taxes. We have had this debate before 
on this floor. We know where this de-
bate is headed. 

The President’s budget, by the way, 
includes a 1-year patch on the AMT 
without a pay-for. So that should be 
made clear to everyone, and that is 
what we have been proposing for quite 
some time. That is what the Senate 
passed by a rather large vote very re-
cently. In fact, 88–5 I believe was the 
vote that the Senate passed a 1-year 
patch without tax increases. I applaud 
that action of the Senate. It does what 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee and I as the ranking mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee, 
and the chairman and ranking member 
of the Senate Finance Committee 
wrote in a letter to the President sev-
eral weeks ago saying that we prom-
ised to pass a 1-year patch on the AMT 
in a manner that the President would 
sign. The Senate bill represents that 
promise. This President has said he 
will sign that bill. The President has 
said he won’t sign the bill that is be-

fore us today. In fact, the distinguished 
majority leader of the Senate is so in-
tent on not paying for the AMT that he 
is refusing to send the bill to the House 
right now so as not to give the major-
ity here another opportunity to load it 
up with doomed tax increases. Yet our 
friends on the majority are once again 
pulling on their helmets and fastening 
their chin straps, ready to run into the 
brick wall of using tax hikes to prevent 
other tax increases. The whole thing 
would be comical if the implications 
were not so serious. 

In recent weeks, the Treasury Sec-
retary, the Acting Commissioner of the 
IRS, and the chairman of the IRS over-
sight board have all written to Con-
gress to urge prompt action on the 
AMT and warned that continued delay 
on the patch will result in delayed re-
funds, confusion, and higher costs to 
the Treasury. In a recent letter, Sec-
retary Paulson cautioned that ‘‘enact-
ment of a patch in mid to late Decem-
ber could delay issuance of approxi-
mately $75 billion in refunds to tax-
payers who are likely to file their re-
turns before March 31, 2008. Millions of 
taxpayers filing returns after that date 
may also have their refunds delayed.’’ 
Well, here we are now in mid-December 
and, unfortunately, the majority in the 
House continues to play a dangerous 
game of chicken with the American 
taxpayer and the clock is winding 
down. 

When the House debated H.R. 3996 
last month, Republicans argued 
against applying PAYGO to the AMT 
patch. We pointed out that if Congress 
has to increase taxes to prevent a tax 
increase, then the majority’s baseline 
has baked in trillions of dollars of tax 
increases over the next decade as the 
2001 and 2003 tax cuts reach their cur-
rent expiration dates at the end of 2010. 

The majority’s logic seems to go like 
this: To prevent a tax increase, we 
must enact a tax increase. Either way 
it’s a tax increase, unless you do as 
we’re suggesting, which is to prevent 
the tax increase by just patching and 
freezing the AMT in place as we did 
last year and the year before. 

The House Democrats’ version of 
PAYGO forces Congress to decide 
whether we will let those tax increases 
take place or replace them with other 
tax hikes. But no matter how Congress 
chooses to raise taxes, if we follow 
that, we will face the largest tax in-
crease in American history both in 
nominal and real terms. Moreover, in 
many ways PAYGO has shown itself to 
be a farce. 

In January, when the new majority 
instituted PAYGO, the Congressional 
Budget Office estimated that revenues 
in fiscal year 2007 would total $2.542 
trillion. Actual revenues for 2007 
turned out to be $26 billion higher than 
that. Does the majority plan to return 
these excess receipts to the taxpayer? 
No. It’s just soaked up by more spend-
ing. 

Similarly, in January of 2007, the 
CBO estimated that revenues in fiscal 
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year 2008 would be $2.72 trillion but re-
cently revised that figure upwards by 
just over $50 billion, almost exactly the 
same amount that this ‘‘AMT’’ costs. 
Does the majority plan to return this 
money to the taxpayers, or maybe even 
credit that against the higher revenues 
envisioned by the baseline? No. How 
about crediting it to the AMT patch? 
No. They are going to pay for it all 
over again. 

b 1715 
As Monday’s Wall Street Journal edi-

torial points out, ‘‘PAYGO has been 
nothing but a confidence game from 
the very start. PAYGO doesn’t apply to 
domestic discretionary spending. It 
doesn’t restrain spending increases 
under current law in entitlements like 
Medicare and Medicaid. Its main goals 
are to make tax cutting all but impos-
sible while letting Democrats pretend 
to favor fiscal discipline. The 2003 tax 
cuts expire in 2010 and PAYGO will 
make them all but impossible to ex-
tend.’’ 

The President and the Senate have 
made clear that they do not intend to 
raise taxes to prevent a tax increase. 
The bill we are considering today only 
further delays final resolution of this 
issue, increasing cost to the treasury 
and increasing confusion for taxpayers 
and the IRS. I urge defeat of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, let me clarify what the gen-
tleman just said. He came the same 
day that I did. He is one of the better 
Members to serve here, and I person-
ally and professionally am going to 
miss him. 

Let me clear up what he just said. He 
said let’s borrow the money to pay for 
this issue. We are saying let’s pay the 
bill now. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I would like 
to introduce the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives for a long 1 minute. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman, Mr. NEAL, 
chairman of the subcommittee for 
yielding and also for his great leader-
ship on issues that regard strength-
ening the middle class and growing the 
middle class in our country. 

I also want to associate myself with 
the remarks of Mr. NEAL when he ex-
tended his compliments to Mr. 
MCCRERY. He is a wonderful Member of 
Congress, and I am sorry to hear of his 
announced retirement. He will be 
missed here. 

I listened attentively to Mr. 
MCCRERY’s comments and want to 
speak to them because I think they 
pose the question that this House has 
to decide upon this evening very clear-
ly. Mr. RANGEL and Mr. NEAL have 
given us the opportunity here tonight 
to send a clear message to the Amer-
ican people that the leverage in this 
country has changed to the middle 
class now instead of protecting the as-
sets of the top 1 percent in our country. 

Mr. MCCRERY says to give a tax cut, 
to prevent a tax increase we are going 

to increase taxes. Hello? He said, 
Hello? Hello, Mr. MCCRERY; yes, we are 
going to give tax relief to 23 million 
Americans, 23 million Americans, and 
approximately 5,000 to 10,000 Americans 
will be paying the tab. And they will be 
paying the tab because this legislation 
closes a loophole. We are closing a 
loophole. 

These hedge fund CEOs who have 
taken their profits offshore to avoid 
taxes, this is called tax evasion, and 
this loophole closes that. So yes, tax 
relief for 23 million families, 10,000 or 
fewer people paying the price. 

What is the alternative? As Mr. NEAL 
mentioned, to borrow. Happily, my col-
leagues, for those of you who may not 
know, I got my seventh grandchild this 
weekend. And as it is with grand-
children, you always think of the world 
in which they will live and what we are 
doing, the fiscal soundness, in the 
country in which they will live. 

So what we are saying to this new-
born baby, we have a choice here to-
night. We can either close the loophole 
of tax evasion for the wealthiest people 
in America in order to give tax relief to 
23 million families in America, 5,000 to 
10,000 get an increase, 23 million get 
tax relief, or we can say to the little 
baby and all little babies born across 
America and all their children, you are 
going to pay the tab because this 
money will be borrowed, probably from 
a foreign government, possibly from 
China, $50 billion. Fifty billion dollars. 
Put that on your tab, little baby, be-
cause you are going to be paying that 
price for a long time. 

So it is either the American tax-
payer, future generations, suffering if 
we go the Republican route, or it will 
be fairness, fairness, a new principle in 
tax policy in our country. The choice is 
clear. We choose tax relief for 23 mil-
lion families with 10,000 or fewer people 
paying the tab. The wealthiest people, 
producing billions of dollars, billions of 
dollars once their loopholes are closed 
in order to foot the bill or passing this 
on to our children. 

I wonder if our colleagues would be 
willing, when we talk about AMT, the 
alternative minimum tax and paying 
for it, or any other issue when we try 
to pay for it, if they would be inter-
ested when they suggest that we not 
pay for it, if they would be willing in 
the same vote to vote to increase the 
debt ceiling, because that is exactly 
what you are proposing. Let us not pay 
for this. Let us increase the national 
debt in order to give comfort to people 
who are evading their taxes by going 
offshore to the tune of billions of dol-
lars. 

So I think what the Ways and Means 
Committee has done is masterful. It is 
a mystery to me why it isn’t bipar-
tisan, and I hope that the bright light 
that we can shine on it tonight of fair-
ness will encourage the Senate to sup-
port this legislation. 

Not to pay for the AMT middle-class 
tax relief is really a hoax on the Amer-
ican people. I know that in the course 

of the debate my colleagues will make 
that clear. I thank you. 

We have had many proud days in this 
Congress, when we passed SCHIP, the 
health insurance for 10 million Amer-
ican children, when we passed many 
pieces of legislation that related to our 
children, their health and education 
and the economic security of their 
families, the environment in which 
they live, a world at peace in which 
they can survive, but none of them has 
been as proud a day for me as when the 
Democrats stood tall for the middle 
class giving them tax relief, having it 
paid for so that those little children do 
not have to inherit the debt. 

Once again, let’s make this the chil-
dren’s Congress and vote for this im-
portant legislation. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER), 
the ranking member of the Trade Sub-
committee of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
is the wrong policy for tax-paying fam-
ilies. PAYGO budgeting has put Con-
gress in a straitjacket even on this 
temporary fix to the alternative min-
imum tax which was never intended to 
ensnare 23 million middle-income 
workers. 

In reality, PAYGO fails to rein in 
out-of-control spending and results in 
permanent tax increases making tax 
relief next to impossible. 

The other body agrees, going so far 
as to call this nonoffset AMT patch the 
‘‘Tax Increase Prevention Act.’’ Insist-
ing on PAYGO brings us down the path 
of massive tax increases over the next 
decade. We need to stop this PAYGO 
charade and pass AMT relief without 
burdensome new taxes on the American 
people. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, there are only two ways to re-
spond: Either you borrow the money or 
you ask people who are hiding money 
in offshore accounts to pay for it, and 
that is what we are doing. People who 
are hiding money in island commu-
nities are being asked to give tax relief 
to 23 million people. 

And with that, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
chairman of the Trade Subcommittee 
of Ways and Means. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
listening, as I hope everybody has, and 
I think the comments from the minor-
ity are the height of fiscal irrespon-
sibility and fiscal irrationality. Both. 

You simply say because it was unin-
tended. But no, in 2002 and 2001 when 
you passed the tax bill, you knew that 
the AMT was going to take away some 
of the effect. You knew that. You’ve 
known all along that this was coming 
down the track. And essentially what 
you said was borrow, borrow, borrow. 

And now you are carrying that to a 
ridiculous extreme by saying don’t act 
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and pay for it by closing a loophole 
that gives people in our country who 
try to escape taxation by going over-
seas, don’t act. That’s irrational as 
well as irresponsible. 

So what we are saying to the Senate 
is we are giving you another chance. It 
has been blocked in the Senate by the 
Republican minority and by the Presi-
dent of the United States. We have to 
act on the AMT. You have to act at 
long last responsibly, and so do Senate 
Republicans and so does the President 
of the United States of America. 

Vote for this bill. 
Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP), the 
ranking member of the Health Sub-
committee of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
the bill we are debating today appears 
to be an exercise in futility. Not only 
has the President said he will veto it, 
but it has virtually no chance of pass-
ing the Senate. So why has a bill been 
brought to the floor that virtually is 
going nowhere? 

Instead of this bill, the House should 
be voting on the bill the Senate passed 
last week. I wouldn’t call it Senate 
blockage. It passed 88–5. The Senate 
prevents 23 million Americans from 
being hit by the onerous alternative 
minimum tax and does it without per-
manently increasing taxes. The bill be-
fore us includes $50 billion in tax in-
creases. That is $50 billion in taxes the 
American public was never intended to 
pay and should never pay. 

Last May when the Republicans were 
in the majority, we passed legislation 
to prevent the AMT from hitting mid-
dle-income taxpayers. We finished our 
work early and responsibly so the IRS 
had time to reprogram its computers 
and print accurate tax forms which 
prevented unnecessary confusion for 
taxpayers. 

But here we are in December and the 
Democrats still have not finished their 
work on the temporary AMT patch. 
Unfortunately, because of their inac-
tion, millions of taxpayer refunds will 
be delayed for months. Unfortunately, 
because of their actions here today, 
those refunds will be further delayed. 

The IRS has warned the majority 
party that failure to act will result in 
$75 billion in refunds being delayed for 
taxpayers who file their returns before 
March 31 of next year. Millions more 
will be delayed to taxpayers filing after 
that date. Rather than take up the 
Senate bill which the President has 
signaled his intent to sign, the major-
ity party in the House is wasting time 
by bringing up a bill that includes un-
acceptable tax increases. People are al-
ready paying high enough taxes. They 
are already paying enough in taxes. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against 
H.R. 4351. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, we cannot predicate our ac-
tions in the House of Representatives 
on the basis of what the President 

might or might not do. Article I of the 
Constitution mentions Congress as the 
first branch of government for good 
reason, to keep a check on the execu-
tive, not vice versa. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BECER-
RA). 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, today Americans be-
lieve that our Nation’s leaders have 
forgotten the middle class. They be-
lieve that Big Business gets whatever 
it wants any time it wants it in Wash-
ington, DC, and they feel that way be-
cause what they see is that the top 
Americans in income have seen their 
incomes skyrocket. Meanwhile, most 
Americans have seen their wages stag-
nate for the last 5 years. 

Americans have watched as 3 million 
manufacturing jobs have left this coun-
try, and today, outsourcing to China 
and India threaten millions more. We 
see pensions and health insurance be-
coming too expensive for too many 
Americans to afford. We have seen the 
costs double for those pensions and 
that health insurance over the last 5 
years, and we have seen gasoline prices 
triple. 

b 1730 

What we need is an economy that 
works for everyone and makes America 
stronger. So what we propose in this 
bill is to show the American people 
that we do hear them. 

This bill is responsive. It provides tax 
relief to 23 million middle-class fami-
lies, and it helps 12 million children by 
expanding the child tax credit. And 
this bill is responsible because, rather 
than just borrow the money to provide 
the tax relief, we pay for it up front. 
And the Speaker already said it. We’re 
giving it to tens of millions of people, 
the tax relief, and only asking thou-
sands to pay for that. 

This is responsible because we will 
not add to the already big $9 trillion 
debt. We won’t add to the fact that 
today alone, $2 billion will have been 
spent by this country in deficit spend-
ing. Each and every American in this 
country, including the child that is 
born today, begins a birth tax now of a 
$29,000 bill because of the size of the 
debt. 

We want to do this responsibly. This 
is a different day in this Congress. We 
told America we would change direc-
tion, because we want to be responsible 
and help all Americans, but be respon-
sible and pay for what we do. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin, a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, Mr. RYAN. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Let me put 
this in context. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished Speaker of the House came 
to the floor and said, we’re providing 
tax relief for people. No, we’re not. 
This isn’t tax relief. What this bill at-
tempts to do is prevent a tax increase, 

so nobody is seeing their taxes lowered 
under this bill. That’s point number 
one. 

But point number two is this is a new 
precedent that is being established 
here. What is this new precedent? This 
tax, the alternative minimum tax, is a 
mistake. It was never intended to be. 
Everybody acknowledges that. It was 
designed to get 155 really rich people in 
1969, to make them pay taxes. It was 
never designed to tax 23 million people 
in the middle class this year. So we 
agree in Congress this shouldn’t exist. 
Let’s get rid of it. In all preceding Con-
gresses we’ve said, let’s not get new 
people caught up into this trap, and 
just be done with it. 

The new precedent that is occurring 
here today is, the majority says, while 
we may not like this tax itself, we 
want that money. We may not like this 
way of taxing it, but we sure want this 
money coming into the Federal Gov-
ernment. And that’s the new precedent 
that is occurring today which is an en-
dorsement of this tax increase, a en-
dorsement in acceptance, a wanting of 
this new and higher tax revenue. 

What does that do? That brings us to 
a whole new size of government. What 
we have had in the last 40 years is the 
Federal Government has taxed the U.S. 
economy at 18.3 percent. That’s the 40- 
year average. That’s how much Wash-
ington takes out of the U.S. economy. 

With this tax in place, with this new 
alternative minimum tax, that takes 
us up to an unprecedented level of gov-
ernment spending and taxing to 24 per-
cent. What the majority is doing is 
putting us on this path of ever higher 
levels of taxation, even higher than 
during World War II. Why are they 
doing this? To spend more money. 

There is a difference in philosophy 
here, Mr. Speaker. There’s a basic phil-
osophical difference. My good friend, 
who’s a good man from Massachusetts 
will say, well, they’re just borrowing to 
do this. We say, let’s address entitle-
ments. Let’s focus on spending and 
keep taxes low. 

They say, we don’t want this tax but 
we want this money so we’re going to 
raise some other permanent tax to get 
it into the government. 

Here’s the difference. Our priority is 
the taxpayer comes first, government 
second. Their priority is government 
comes first, the taxpayer is second. 
The government’s in the front of the 
line. The taxpayer gets stuck with the 
tab. 

We’re saying the American families 
are taxed enough. They’re paying 
enough in taxes. Because, you know 
what, we’ve got to watch it. We’ve got 
to make sure that we’re competitive in 
the 21st century. We’ve got to make 
sure that we can keep jobs in America. 
And if we put ourselves on this path of 
unprecedented levels of taxation, we 
will lose our greatness in this century. 
We will sever that legacy of giving the 
next generation a higher standard of 
living, and we will be unable to com-
pete with the likes of China and India 
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if we buy into this notion of ever high-
er taxes. That’s why we should oppose 
this bill. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, what my friend, Mr. RYAN, 
just said, he’s really a good guy here. 
He simply said that our priority was a 
bit confused. Our priority is clear. Cut 
taxes for 23 million Americans and 
close an offshore account. 

With that, I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. After having run the 
national debt up sky high, these Re-
publicans clamor for another loan. 
‘‘Just give us another $50 billion for 
one more tax cut.’’ And we Democrats 
are saying ‘‘No, your debt addiction 
must stop today. You’re way over your 
credit limit.’’ 

The Republican borrow-and-spend ap-
proach that we’ve had for the last 7 
years may be easy politics, but it’s 
mighty hard on an economy where the 
dollar keeps falling so that it’s worth 
even less today than a Canadian loo-
ney. 

In this bill, one way that we stop this 
Republican credit card borrowing spree 
is by adopting much of the Abusive Tax 
Shelter Shutdown Act, which I first in-
troduced in June 1999. It combats tax 
shelters by denying a deduction for 
transactions that lack what is called 
‘‘economic substance.’’ What that 
means is no more tax evasion by cor-
porations that rely on what one pro-
fessor described as ‘‘deals done by very 
smart people that, absent tax consider-
ations, would be very stupid.’’ And it is 
very stupid to allow them to continue 
doing that. 

When the corporate tax dodgers are 
made to pay their fair share, as this 
bill does today, everybody else who 
plays by the rules can pay less. And 
that’s what this bill does. We stop cor-
porate tax evasion; we stop corporate 
tax dodgers from shifting the tax bur-
den to middle-class families, ensuring 
today both tax fairness and fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to the time remaining for 
each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana has 17 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BRADY), a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
it’s sort of hard to listen to lectures 
about fiscal responsibility. For years 
Democrats have claimed that it is time 
to pay for this war; it’s fiscally irre-
sponsible not to pay for this war; it 
ought to be part of the budget. Have 
they paid for the war? No, not a dime. 

For years they said it’s irresponsible 
to raise the debt limit; it’s all your 
fault; we cannot raise the debt limit. 
What did they do the first 2 months of 
this session? Raise the public debt 
limit. 

For years they’ve said we need to pay 
for all our spending, pay for all our 
taxes. So what have they done? 

I have a list of 27 different pay-fors 
that have been used multiple times al-
ready in this session. It’s like using 
your home as collateral 27 different 
times. In the real world we call that 
fraud. 

It’s unfortunate we are here today. I 
honestly don’t believe when Democrats 
created this tax in the 1960s that they 
intended ever to cover this many mid-
dle-class Americans. But it has hap-
pened. Republicans, to their credit, had 
killed the AMT in 1999, but President 
Clinton unfortunately vetoed it. Today 
it has gotten bigger and badder and 
worse than ever. It is appropriate that 
we move to both freeze and then to re-
peal the alternative minimum tax. But 
there are real serious problems with 
this bill. 

Paying for a temporary tax of 1 year 
with a permanent tax is just, again, fis-
cally irresponsible. It is like taking a 
loan out to pay for a cheeseburger. 

This bill ignores the need to continue 
tax relief for States that have State 
and local sales tax deductions, for col-
lege tuition tax credits, for research 
and development tax credits, even for 
teachers who take classroom supplies 
and pay for them out of their pockets, 
we’re not addressing their needs. And 
those all expire at the end of this year. 

Finally, I think it is a mistake to 
raise taxes in order to prevent a tax in-
crease. What we ought to be doing is 
we ought to be sitting down together, 
Republicans and Democrats, figuring 
out a way to thoughtfully and care-
fully trim this budget, this big, fat, 
bloated, obese budget up here so we 
don’t increase taxes. Before Wash-
ington asks families to tighten their 
belt, we ought to sit down and tighten 
our belt first. 

This is a bad bill, a fiscally irrespon-
sible bill, and I urge opposition. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I need to quickly correct the 
record. In 1969 when the alternative 
minimum tax was put in place, it was 
not a Democratic scheme. The vote was 
389–2 in this House of Representatives. 

With that, I would like to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. NEAL, I 
want to thank you and Chairman RAN-
GEL for your leadership on this ex-
tremely important bill. 

There are several points I would like 
to make. First of all, my good friends, 
my Republicans on the other side of 
the aisle, it must be clear. There’s no 
question about it. What the Repub-
licans want to do is borrow the money 
to pay for this tax from China, from 
Japan, and have our children and 
grandchildren pay for it. But they 
don’t want to just stop there. They also 
want to protect those wealthy 1 per-
cent who are using tax loopholes to 
hide their money away from taxation 
in offshore accounts. That is what our 
Republican colleagues want to do. 

We, on the Democratic side, want to 
look at this in the responsible way, as 
the American people expect. We have 
to provide tax relief for 23 million 
American families. How to do that is 
most assuredly to pay for it. And we’re 
doing it by closing these offshore loop-
holes. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia, a respected 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, Mr. CANTOR. 

(Mr. CANTOR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, just as 
she did this evening, on November 9 of 
this year, Speaker PELOSI stood on the 
floor of this House and told the Amer-
ican people that the middle class was 
long overdue for tax relief. She said 
that an AMT bill had to be about tax 
fairness, fiscal responsibility and keep-
ing America competitive. 

Yet, once again, Mr. Speaker, the 
current attempt at patching the AMT 
rings hollow. As the ranking member 
indicated, we know where this debate 
is going; and, frankly, we know where 
this bill is going: nowhere. This at-
tempt, just as others that have failed, 
illustrates to me the disconnect be-
tween this majority in this House and 
the American people. In fact, it echoes 
what’s been going on in this House over 
the last several weeks, if not months. 
Here we are a week and a half before 
Christmas and we’ve not finished the 
work that the American people sent us 
here to do. 

But, in fact, it is the disconnect be-
tween the majority leadership and mid-
dle-class American families that trou-
bles me most. If you look at what’s 
going on out there, families are wor-
ried about the flagging economy which 
has fueled alarming levels of anxiety. 
In spite of a weak dollar, skyrocketing 
gas prices, falling home values, and 
other mounting concerns, the Demo-
crat majority in this House refuses to 
accept the reality of a $2,000 plus tax 
hike facing millions of middle-class 
families. 

Let’s get to work. Let’s realize that 
this bill isn’t going anywhere. 

The House majority refuses to cut 
taxes or sustain expiring growth, pro- 
growth tax cuts without first raising 
other taxes. Their dogged adherence to 
this policy as it applies to AMT puts 
them at odds with the American peo-
ple. 

The overwhelmingly bipartisan Sen-
ate bill, as has been said, rightly aban-
doned the misguided idea of raising 
taxes to cut taxes just so Washington 
can spend more. In this tax fight the 
stakes for everyday families are high, 
and the potential consequences are se-
vere. 

Mr. Speaker, just 4 weeks ago Speak-
er PELOSI stood here and promised the 
middle class tax fairness and fiscal re-
sponsibility. In light of this attempt, I 
wonder why we can’t just come to-
gether, stop the political games, and 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:34 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12DE7.113 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15376 December 12, 2007 
support real tax relief for 23 million 
American families. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, without this bill passing, 
there are 74,000 people in Mr. CANTOR’s 
district that will pay alternative min-
imum tax next year. 

With that, I would like to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, today we’re debating legisla-
tion that will provide middle-class 
families with tax relief from the AMT 
tax, 23 million taxpayers. We’ll pass 
this legislation, offering AMT relief to 
middle-class families without increas-
ing the Federal deficit. 

My good friend from Wisconsin said 
earlier that this sets a new precedent. 
Yes, it does. We’re going to be paying 
for this tax relief. That is precedent 
setting. To do otherwise would be an 
abdication of our responsibilities, both 
as legislators, and as stewards of our 
Nation’s finances. 

This administration has presided 
over 7 years of fiscal mismanagement. 
Spending has skyrocketed. Entitle-
ments have expanded. Taxes have been 
cut without any regard to the bottom 
line. 
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As a result, our budgets haven’t bal-
anced, our surpluses turned into defi-
cits, our national debt exploded, and 
our borrowing from other countries 
more than doubled. 

If there was ever a time when fiscal 
discipline was necessary, it’s today. 

From day one, this Democratic ma-
jority has pledged our commitment to 
budget enforcement. One of our first 
acts as a new majority was to imple-
ment PAYGO rules. The position of 
this House and this majority has not 
changed. Congress must pay as we go, 
and we pay for this tax relief today by 
closing loopholes which allows tax 
avoidance for wealthy folks who move 
their money offshore, and we take 
what we gain from closing that loop-
hole and in turn we pay for middle- 
class tax relief. Twenty-three million 
people will be hit with a tax increase if 
we don’t pass this. 

This legislation provides responsible 
tax relief. It does not increase the def-
icit and it deserves our vote. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, several 
of the speakers on the majority side 
have said that this bill provides tax re-
lief for 23 million middle-class tax-
payers. That is simply not correct, at 
least not in the common sense of that 
term. 

If you ask somebody on the street, a 
taxpayer, if you pay the same amount 
in taxes this year as you paid last year, 
is that tax relief? No. They’re paying 
the same in taxes. That’s all this bill 
does. Doesn’t give them any relief. If 
you ask that person on the street, if 
you pay more in taxes this year than 
you paid last year, is that a tax in-
crease? Yes. We’re trying to prevent 23 
million taxpayers from getting a tax 

increase. We’re not giving them tax re-
lief. We’re preventing a tax increase. 

So why on Earth, to prevent that tax 
increase, should we increase taxes on 
somebody else? It just doesn’t make 
sense, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, to further 
elucidate that point and others, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
he makes a very important point. As 
hard as I look at this bill, I can’t find 
any tax relief in it. People who some-
how think that by preventing a mas-
sive tax increase on the American peo-
ple, that that’s tantamount to relief, 
they need to talk to the schoolteacher 
in Mesquite, Texas. They need to talk 
to the rancher in Murchison, Texas. 

Again, if you make the same amount 
of money next year that you made last 
year and you’re paying the same 
amount of taxes, where’s the tax relief? 

This bill is misnamed. The AMT is 
misnamed. It ought to be called the al-
ternative massive tax increase because 
it’s a massive tax increase on the 
American people of $55.7 billion. The 
only thing that’s alternative about it 
is who has the great honor and pleasure 
of paying for this tax. 

Now, I’ve heard many speakers on 
the other side of the aisle come and 
say, well, we pay for it. Well, that will 
certainly come as a great relief to the 
teachers and the ranchers and the 
small business people of the 5th Dis-
trict of Texas to know that you’re not 
going to increase their taxes because 
somehow you’ve paid for it. 

You haven’t paid for anything. 
You’ve put a massive tax increase on 
the American people, and in this par-
ticular case, you are putting it on in-
vestment. You’re putting it on small 
businesses. You’re putting it on the 
capital of capitalism, and you are 
threatening the paychecks of the 
American people. 

Now, I’ve heard many people come 
here to the floor and say, well, we have 
to be fiscally responsible; this needs to 
be revenue neutral. Well, I agree with 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle. It does need to be revenue neu-
tral. It ought to be revenue neutral to 
the taxpayer, not the Federal Govern-
ment. That’s the revenue neutrality 
that we should attempt to achieve 
here. 

I heard my friend, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, say, well, we have 
to pay this or there’s going to be this 
tax increase. Well, there’s another al-
ternative. There’s several alternatives. 
One’s the Taxpayer Choice Act, which 
would get rid of the AMT once and for 
all. 

There’s a clear choice before us. 
Who’s going to get the $55.7 billion, 
Federal Government bureaucrats or 
American families? We vote for the 
American family. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, one of the reasons I like Mr. 
MCCRERY is because I think he’s one of 

the smartest guys that serves here in 
this institution, and let me just say 
this. 

I agree with what he said. If you stop 
23 million people from getting a tax in-
crease, that is tax relief. There are 
33,000 people tonight in Mr. 
HENSARLING’s district that are going to 
pay alternative minimum tax if we 
don’t pass this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. POMEROY). 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

This has been a very curious discus-
sion, and statements made have no re-
lation whatsoever to either reality or 
to history. 

We just heard the pay-for in this bill 
described as a massive tax increase 
that will affect teachers in Texas. This 
bill goes after hedge fund managers, 
parking income in Bermuda bank ac-
counts, exploiting tax loopholes and 
not paying what they owe. 

The alternative is to do what the mi-
nority is suggesting, and that is just to 
borrow the money, borrow the money 
and let the kids worry about how 
they’re going to pay it back in their 
day. Well, at least we have agreement 
we need to address the alternative min-
imum tax, but let me tell you why 
we’re worried about borrowing the 
money. 

Since President Bush took office, the 
gross national debt has increased near-
ly $3.5 trillion. At that rate of bor-
rowing, do you know something? We 
will borrow an additional $57 million in 
the course of this debate. It is truly as-
tounding the red ink that they’ve run 
this country into, and all we hear from 
them today is more borrowing, please. 

You know, they had a chance during 
their tenure here to fix the alternative 
minimum tax. They say we shouldn’t 
have to pay for it because it was never 
intended to act this way. Well, they 
had 7 years to fix this alternative min-
imum tax, and instead, you know what 
they did? They counted the revenue 
that was projected to come in on the 
alternative minimum tax to justify 
those tax cuts, those budget-busting 
tax cuts passed in 2001 and 2003 that 
have put us in this deficit ditch that 
we find ourselves in. 

It’s time for fiscal responsibility. 
Pass this bill. Pay for AMT relief. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself so much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, some of the Members of 
the majority who seem to be so sincere 
about not borrowing any more money 
are the same people that are voting for 
appropriations bills that exceed what 
we spent last year plus inflation. So 
they don’t seem to be worried about 
borrowing more money to spend on 
goodness knows what. And they’re not 
suggesting yet that we just wipe out 
all the deficit and thereby prevent any 
more borrowing by raising taxes to-
tally to do away with the deficit. So 
we’re just talking about a degree of 
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adding to the debt, little here, little 
there. If we do it by spending, it’s 
okay. If we let a tax increase take 
place to get the deficit down, that’s 
okay. 

Well, I think that pretty well defines 
one of the differences between the two 
parties in this House. We don’t want to 
increase taxes to balance the budget. 
We’d rather reduce spending. We’d 
rather hold the line on spending, non-
defense discretionary at least and non-
homeland security discretionary. We 
don’t want to solve the deficit by in-
creasing taxes; whereas, the majority 
is content to raise spending to increase 
the debt, and then the only way they 
want to address the debt is to increase 
taxes. 

That’s a pretty clear demarcation, 
Mr. Speaker, of the philosophies of the 
two parties, and it’s become quite ap-
parent as this year has progressed. 

Fortunately, the majority, which was 
then the minority, voted with us the 
last time we had a freestanding AMT 
patch, with no pay-for. The now-major-
ity who was there then voted over-
whelming with us to do exactly what 
we’re suggesting we now do and what 
the other body has already passed. 

Mr. Speaker, that’s the clear resolu-
tion of this problem. I beg the major-
ity, let’s don’t delay this anymore. 
Don’t cost the taxpayers anymore. 
Don’t make the IRS send another set of 
forms to the printer. Don’t delay the 
refunds of millions, maybe as many as 
50 million taxpayers. That wouldn’t be 
right for our inaction. 

So let’s get this off the floor. I don’t 
have any more speakers. Let’s vote, get 
this done, and then we can get on to 
really solving the problem. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
clarifying the issue of why we should 
borrow the money. With that, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
understand after what the gentleman 
just said that he would like to stop de-
bate and move on because, with all due 
respect, that’s turning it on its head. 

He’s right. When they were in charge, 
they did offer up a fix that President 
Clinton mercifully vetoed because if it 
had been in place in 1999, their proposal 
would have required almost $800 billion 
more in deficit spending. But when 
they were entirely in charge for the 
last 6 years, they ignored this all to-
gether. In fact, they have used every 
dime that was projected by CBO to fuel 
their massive spending increases. 

Go back and look at the record. Your 
record for increased spending has been 
far above the rate of inflation, far 
above the Clinton administration. It 
embarrassed your fiscal conservatives. 
Even Mr. RYAN on the Budget Com-
mittee kind of gets embarrassed about 
your performance for the last 6 years. 

That’s why you have increased in the 
Bush—— 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will suspend. The gentleman 
will address his remarks to the Chair. 
The gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the admonition. 

That’s why we’ve had a $3.4 billion 
increase in the national debt in the 
first six years of the Bush administra-
tion as opposed to a surplus, budget 
surplus from the Clinton administra-
tion, which I think the majority leader 
will be talking about. 

This is not a tax increase. The Fed-
eral Government will collect exactly 
the same taxation over the next 10 
years under our proposal as under the 
Bush budget proposal right now. The 
difference is they’re spending 23 mil-
lion taxpayers’ alternative minimum 
tax for the next 10 years. That’s how 
they deal with the budget. We stop 
that. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Oregon 
bringing up the fact that President 
Clinton vetoed the repeal of the AMT 
back in 1999 when we were in the ma-
jority. We did indeed repeal the AMT, 
only to have that vetoed by President 
Clinton. 

However, the gentleman went on to 
say that for the last few years we did 
nothing and accepted all the revenues. 
That’s simply not the case. We put a 
patch on the AMT every year, just like 
we’re proposing to do this year. The 
President’s budget does not assume the 
revenues from the AMT increase in this 
fiscal year. His budget proposes a 1- 
year patch with no pay-for. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCRERY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Doesn’t the 
Bush administration budget assume 
the CBO numbers that include the al-
ternative minimum tax for the next 10 
years? 

Mr. MCCRERY. Not for the year 2007, 
which is the object of the legislation 
before us. 

Reclaiming my time, yes, this legis-
lation deals with tax year 2007. If we do 
nothing, the AMT goes into effect for 
tax year 2007. The President’s budget 
says for tax year 2007 there should be a 
patch, a freeze on the AMT so that it 
doesn’t affect additional taxpayers, and 
he does not call for the revenues in his 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, might I inquire as to how 
much time remains on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL) 
has 61⁄4 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY) 
has 41⁄2 minutes remaining. 
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. With 
that, I would like to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey, who 

has been a longtime advocate of repeal-
ing the AMT, Mr. PASCRELL. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
glad we had that last exchange because 
that’s the heart of the issue. It’s dis-
ingenuous. It’s almost bordering on 
hypocritical because from 2008 to 2017 
the administration, the same adminis-
tration that got us into this mess, as-
sumes the revenue that we will be ac-
cepting from AMT every year. This is 
disingenuous. Tell the American people 
what the whole story is, not just half 
the story. 

What we want to do, Democrats, we 
want to prevent millions of working 
families, 100,000 in my own district, 
from seeing their taxes increase sub-
stantially. We’re talking $3,000, $4,000. 
We’re not talking chicken feed here. It 
pays for the lost revenue by stopping 
hedge fund managers and corporate 
CEOs from escaping income taxes by 
using offshore tax havens. 

I can only conclude from what I have 
heard this evening that the minority 
wants to protect tax evaders. That’s 
what you want to do. Tell the Amer-
ican people straight up what you want 
to do. You don’t want to protect the 
fireman, the police officer, the doctor, 
the lawyer. You want to protect that 
small group of people, you heard the 
Speaker talk about it, 5,000 to 10,000 
people. That’s what this protection 
scheme of yours is all about. 

Most Americans think what we’re 
trying to do is fair and decent and rea-
sonable because it is. But in the warped 
reality of Washington, there are Mem-
bers of Congress who believe otherwise. 
There are actually Members who would 
rather see working families bear the 
burden of tax hikes than even a minor 
adjustment in the Tax Code to ensure 
that the richest among us pay their 
fair share. This is what this is all 
about. Fairness. You kicked the can 
down the street further. It’s our chil-
dren and our grandchildren that will 
have the burden. 

Speak up tonight in one voice. You 
have an opportunity. The barometer is 
not Wall Street; it’s Main Street. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISRAEL). Members are reminded to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman on the Ways and 
Means Committee who just spoke 
claimed that I was being disingenuous. 
I’m sorry if my remarks were inter-
preted as being disingenuous. I don’t 
mean to be. I was simply trying to 
stick to the substance of the legisla-
tion before us, which deals with the 
AMT as it applies to tax year 2007. And 
with respect to that tax year, the 
President’s budget simply does not, as 
has been suggested by some Members 
on the other side, assume revenues 
from an increase in the AMT. It simply 
doesn’t. 

Now, the gentleman is correct, and I 
would love to debate this at the appro-
priate time, but the gentleman from 
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New Jersey is certainly correct that 
from 2008 to 2017, the President’s budg-
et does, indeed, assume revenues from 
an increase in the AMT. However, the 
President’s budget also assumes mak-
ing permanent the tax cuts of 2001 and 
2003. So you have to weigh all that to-
gether, and when you do, you get a 
fairly level percent of GDP, around 18.5 
percent of GDP, coming into the gov-
ernment in the form of revenues. Under 
the majority’s PAYGO rules, if contin-
ued to be applied, and I hope they’re 
not, we would see revenues as a percent 
of GDP rise by 2017 to 20.1 percent of 
GDP. So there’s a big difference be-
tween the PAYGO rules of the majority 
and what the President has proposed. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like at this time to 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the AMT Re-
lief Act, a bill that’s going to provide 
tax relief to millions of middle-income 
Americans. 

If this legislation is not passed, more 
than 128,000 Nevada taxpayers will see 
their taxes increase by the AMT. This 
includes more than 30,000 people in my 
district who were never intended to 
pay this tax, and they elected me to 
make sure that they don’t. 

Now, I believe the alternative min-
imum tax should be eliminated, but 
until it is, this bill provides the nec-
essary temporary solution to protect 23 
million Americans who would be hit 
cruelly by an increase in the AMT in 
2007. 

This bill also ensures that more 
working parents will be able to benefit 
from a refundable child tax credit. Cur-
rently, some of the families who would 
benefit the most from the $1,000 refund-
able credit actually make too little to 
qualify. This bill lowers the income 
barrier, allowing all eligible families 
earning more than $8,500 to benefit. 

It’s also important to note that the 
tax relief in this bill is fully paid for 
and will not add a single dollar to the 
national debt. That’s fiscal responsi-
bility. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to yield 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania 
(Ms. SCHWARTZ). 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I want to thank 
Chairman NEAL for his leadership on 
this issue and for his dedication to tax 
relief for middle-income Americans. 

Why are we again talking about the 
AMT? We are here because Republicans 
have made it clear that they prefer po-
litical expediency over fiscal responsi-
bility. They have decided that it is fine 
to pile debt onto the shoulders of fu-
ture generations. They say so what if 
we add $50 billion next year to our na-
tional debt? So what if we add $1 tril-
lion to our national debt over 10 years? 

My Republican colleagues have said 
there is no need to pay for AMT relief 

because this tax was never intended to 
hit these people. Did they forget that 
in 2001 the Republican Congress knew 
that the first round of Bush tax cuts 
for the wealthy would be paid partly by 
pushing 24 million middle-income 
American taxpayers into the AMT in 
2007? Did they forget that for the past 
6 years their budgets anticipated tax 
revenues from these middle-income 
taxpayers to mask their failed fiscal 
policies of the last 6 years? 

No, they didn’t forget. They just 
didn’t want to act responsibly. We will 
not act so recklessly. We will provide 
tax relief and we will pay for it. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to recognize the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY) for 1 minute. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, there 
are a few key numbers to remember 
today: 25 million, the number of Amer-
ican families who will be hit by the 
AMT this year without any action; 
$2,000, the minimum increase in income 
taxes for those 25 million Americans 
hit by the AMT; $9 trillion, our na-
tional debt today; $30,000, the share of 
the national debt by every man, 
woman, and child in America due to 
the reckless fiscal policies of President 
Bush; $0, the cost of this Democratic 
tax cut to the American public as 
Democrats are weaning this country 
off credit card-onomics; four, the num-
ber of votes so far this year on legisla-
tion to fix the AMT in 2007; zero, the 
number of votes Republicans in the 
House have taken to provide tax relief 
to those 25 million Americans. 

The game is up. The American people 
are watching. Either we are going to 
stand together today to provide 25 mil-
lion middle-class Americans a tax cut 
while not adding to the share of the 
deficit owned by our children and 
grandchildren, or we can stick with the 
failed policy of the past and continue 
to stall and do nothing. 

The choice is easy. America can no 
longer live off credit card-onomics. We 
need to manage our House like we ex-
pect our constituents to manage their 
homes. Support this bill. It is tax relief 
without tax recklessness. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield for the purpose of 
making a unanimous consent request 
to the gentlewoman from New York 
(Mrs. MALONEY). 

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this legis-
lation, which will provide relief to over 
100,000 of my constituents. 

This week, the House will once again re-
state our commitment to fiscal responsibility 
and pass legislation to provide millions of mid-
dle-class families with tax cuts to grow our 
economy without increasing the national debt. 

The AMT Relief Act contains must-pass pro-
visions that will provide $50 billion in imme-
diate tax relief for working families by pre-

venting 23 million middle class families from 
paying higher taxes this April. 

Without this legislation, these 23 million 
families will be subjected to the alternative 
minimum tax, including almost 111,000 of my 
constituents. 

When the AMT was enacted, it was meant 
to ensure the wealthiest among us paid their 
fair share of a tax that was never designed to 
hit the pocketbooks of middle-class families. 

While this is only a temporary fix, I want to 
be clear that I hope we can move forward in 
the near future to provide a long-term solution 
to this problem. 

I am proud that Chairman RANGEL and 
Speaker PELOSI have brought this fix to the 
floor today while still adhering to the pay-as- 
you-go promise this Democratic controlled 
Congress has promised the American people. 

Their leadership have truly brought our 
country in a new direction. 

On the other hand, President Bush has 
threatened to veto and Senate Republicans 
voted against the earlier House-passed AMT 
bill because it adhered to our pay-as-you-go 
promise. 

The stubborn fiscal irresponsibility of Presi-
dent Bush and Senate Republicans has de-
layed getting middle-class tax relief approved 
in a timely fashion and resulted in the Senate 
passing AMT relief legislation that is not paid 
for—passing debt instead of prosperity onto 
our children and grandchildren. 

We are trying every possible alternative to 
adhere to pay-as-you-go budget rules—revers-
ing the years of failed Republican policies that 
have mortgaged our grandchildren’s future 
with additional foreign-owned debt—giving the 
Senate one more chance to do the right thing. 

While fixing the AMT is of outmost impor-
tance, we cannot afford to mortgage our chil-
dren’s and grandchildren’s future to pay for 
this tax relief. 

Our country is currently burdened with over 
$9 trillion of national debt, with each Ameri-
can’s share at nearly $30,000. 

We simply cannot afford to keep adding to 
this. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats in Congress 
are providing common sense tax relief for mid-
dle-class American families, and we are doing 
it in a fiscally responsible way. 

I urge this bill’s adoption. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I would 

like to call upon at this time the ma-
jority leader of the House of Represent-
atives, my friend, Mr. HOYER, to close 
the debate on our side. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend from 
Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL). 

I want to say at the outset that I am 
pleased that Mr. MCCRERY is on the 
floor. There will be other times to say 
this, but Mr. MCCRERY is one of the re-
spected Members of this House. I think 
he serves us well as ranking member of 
the Ways and Means. I know he’d rath-
er be chairman of the Ways and Means, 
but we like him as ranking member. He 
has indicated he is not going to be with 
us in the next Congress. That’s regret-
table because he is one of the good 
Members of this Congress, and I want 
to say that to my friend. 

Now, let me talk about the question 
at hand. Mr. Speaker, we debate here 
in the House, and many Americans 
have the opportunity to see this de-
bate. This debate is a relatively simple 
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debate. It’s not just about the alter-
native minimum tax or the con-
sequences of not putting a so-called 
patch, and nobody in America knows 
what that means but simply it means 
saying that the alternative minimum 
tax won’t affect 25 or so million people 
in America. None of us on either side of 
the aisle want that to happen. The 
issue is not whether or not any of us 
feel that ought to happen. It is do you 
pay for it? Do you provide for the rev-
enue fix that will be necessary if we 
cut that revenue? 

Let me say to my friend from Lou-
isiana, he has said a number of times 
on this floor that the President didn’t 
count the revenue for this year from 
the AMT. He didn’t provide the money 
to pay for it. He simply didn’t antici-
pate the revenue. What he did not say, 
however, is that the President did an-
ticipate the revenue for the next 9 
years. Furthermore, the President an-
ticipated in 2006 that we would have 
the revenue generated by the AMT in 
the year we’re going to so-called fix, so 
that the administration sent us a budg-
et counting on this revenue that we are 
about to say we won’t receive. 

So I tell my friend from Louisiana, it 
is somewhat misleading, I think, not 
intentionally, I understand, to say that 
the President didn’t rely on the rev-
enue for this budget. That’s true. He 
relied on it last year and the year be-
fore that and the year before that and 
the year before that and the year be-
fore that and in 2001. And he relied on 
it, I tell my friend, to offset your tax 
cuts because, as you recall, in your 2003 
tax cut, part of the revenue that was 
anticipated was this revenue that the 
gentleman says he does not want to 
collect and that the President is not 
relying on for 2007. He’s accurate but in 
a very narrow sense, because the Presi-
dent has relied upon it every other 
year. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCRERY. I thank the gen-

tleman. The gentleman likewise is ac-
curate in his remarks, very cleverly so. 

Mr. HOYER. Is that a compliment or 
not? 

Mr. MCCRERY. Yes, sir, it is. But the 
fact is the most recent budget sub-
mitted by the President for this tax-
able year, 2007, does not, in fact, as-
sume the revenues from an increase in 
the AMT. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is abso-
lutely correct and that’s my point. But 
in previous years the President has 
told us in his budget this revenue 
would be available, and he has relied on 
that to offset what would otherwise be 
larger deficits either as a result of tax 
cuts or of spending. He has relied on 
this money. 

So what we are saying on this side of 
the aisle is let’s pay for the revenue 
that the President anticipated if we’re 
not going to take it, and none of us 
want to take the revenue that is gen-

erated by the alternative minimum tax 
in this fiscal year. 
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So, ladies and gentlemen, if we don’t 
pay for it, what do we do? Because the 
President relied upon it in previous 
budgets, and, frankly, the Congress did 
as well on both sides of the aisle. If 
that revenue does not come in and we 
don’t pay for it, there is only one thing 
to do: borrow. And this administration 
has borrowed more money from for-
eigners than any administration in his-
tory all together. From Washington to 
Clinton, all together they didn’t bor-
row as much money as this President 
has borrowed from foreign govern-
ments and put our country at risk. 
We’re saying let’s stop that. And in the 
1990s, ladies and gentlemen of this 
House, we said let’s stop that. Who’s 
‘‘we’’? President Bush, the Democratic 
House and the Democratic Senate said 
let’s stop that, and we adopted PAYGO. 
And in 1997 we had another agreement, 
and a Democratic President and a Re-
publican Congress said let’s continue 
that policy because we believe it’s a 
good policy. 

And just a few years ago, the former 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Jim Nussle, who is now the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
said PAYGO is a policy that has 
worked, and we ought to pursue it. But 
as my friend knows, in 2001, we simply 
abandoned PAYGO. Why did we aban-
don PAYGO? Because demonstratively 
it had worked. For the previous 4 years 
we had, for the first time in the life-
time of anybody in this House of Rep-
resentatives, had 4 budget years in a 
row that produced a surplus. Four. 
Why? Because we had a PAYGO in 
place. Why? Because when we wanted 
to take actions, we had to have the 
consequences of our actions and tell 
the American public it was not a free 
lunch. We would have to pay for it. 

That’s simply what this bill does. It 
pursues the policy of fiscal responsi-
bility. It abandons the policy of fiscal 
irresponsibility and the pretense that 
there is a free lunch that we have been 
pursuing for the last 7 years and in-
curred that $1.6 trillion, give or take 
$100 billion, in the last 7 years. 

Ladies and gentlemen of this House, 
no one wants to have a tax increase for 
these 25 million people. It was never in-
tended. But some of my Republican 
colleagues say we didn’t intend this, so 
we ought not to pay for it. That’s like 
saying I didn’t intend to run the stop 
sign and have an accident, and there-
fore, we don’t have to pay for the con-
sequences. We have relied on this 
money, the President has relied on this 
money. But we’re saying we’re not 
going to collect it, but we will respon-
sibly pay for it. 

In closing, let me say that CHARLIE 
RANGEL likes to quote Russell Long, 
who said, ‘‘Don’t tax me. Don’t tax 
thee. Tax the man behind the tree.’’ 
Unfortunately, ladies and gentlemen of 
the House, the policies that we pursue 

are not taxing me and not taxing thee, 
but taxing the children and the grand-
children behind the tree. 

It takes courage to pay for things. 
The largest expansion in entitlement 
programs in the last 25 years was done 
with hardly any Democratic votes and 
all Republican votes, and it wasn’t paid 
for. We were told that it was within the 
budget. It wasn’t. It wasn’t paid for. 
Our children and grandchildren will 
pay that bill. 

Have the courage, the wisdom, and 
the good common sense to adopt this 
legislation, and urge our colleagues in 
the other body to share that courage, 
to share that common sense to morally 
step up to the plate and have this gen-
eration pay for what it buys. Pass this 
important bill and pay for it. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to see that once again we have a re-
sponsible solution to the alternative minimum 
tax from a broad, policy-oriented perspective. 

The alternative minimum tax is a critical 
issue for the American middle class taxpayer 
who does not get to take advantage of sophis-
ticated tax planning and legal loopholes in the 
tax code. It is time that we addressed this 
issue once and for all to relieve the American 
taxpayer from the agony of dealing with the 
AMT. A permanent fix is what we really need, 
but today we have to plug the dike once 
again. 

It is particularly ironic that a tax that was 
meant for 155 wealthy individuals has become 
the bane of existence for millions of American 
taxpayers. Indeed the AMT has become a 
menace. Over seven thousand hardworking 
Ohioans in my district had the grim task of fil-
ing a return with AMT implications in the 2005 
tax year. Those are families with children, 
healthcare costs, unemployment issues, hous-
ing costs and the other money matters with 
which American taxpayers must cope. Tax re-
lief is due. 

As I mentioned after the introduction of H.R. 
2834, we must continue to laud the efforts of 
American capitalists and the strides that they 
make in enhancing and creating liquidity in our 
capital markets, and helping our economy 
grow into the dynamic force that it is today. I 
am also aware of the critical role that offshore 
hedge funds play in asset management. But 
we must also have responsible budget offsets. 

The tenets of sound tax policy begin with 
the notions of equity, efficiency and simplicity. 
Relying on that traditional framework I am 
sure that we have come to a rational con-
sensus that will ensure 21 million Americans 
will not be hit with the AMT. 

‘‘Taxes are what we pay to live in civilized 
society,’’ but dealing with the AMT has be-
come a bit uncivil. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to address 
H.R. 4351, the Alternative Minimum Tax Relief 
Act. 

Mr. Speaker, the original idea behind the al-
ternative minimum tax, AMT, was to prevent 
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people with very high incomes from using spe-
cial tax benefits to pay little or no income tax. 
The AMT’s reach, however, has expanded be-
yond just the wealthy to threaten millions in 
the middle class. And when the AMT applies, 
its costs are often substantial. 

One reason for the AMT’s expansion is that, 
unlike the regular income tax system, the AMT 
is not indexed for inflation. Another reason is 
that individual income tax cuts enacted since 
2001 have provided higher credits and deduc-
tions and lowered tax rates, thereby leading to 
more taxpayers owing tax under the AMT. 

Last year, 4.2 million Americans were af-
fected by the AMT. The Joint Committee on 
Taxation estimates that, if Congress does not 
act, 23 million taxpayers will be affected this 
year. That will include over 54,000 families in 
my district—many of whom do not have very 
high income, and do not receive many special 
tax benefits. We need to protect these Ameri-
cans from the AMT. 

Further, according to the New York City 
Independent Budget Office, the percentage of 
New York City taxpayers currently hit by the 
AMT far exceeds the comparable national esti-
mate: 6.7 percent versus 4.0 percent. 

The bill before us today provides a much 
needed 1-year patch for the AMT. It is a nec-
essary step in the right direction on this issue; 
and we completely pay for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 4351. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 4351, legislation that will pro-
vide critical tax relief to millions of middle 
class Americans. I support the Democratic 
majority’s commitment to passing sensible leg-
islation that will provide a solution to the loom-
ing Alternative Minimum Tax crisis. I am dis-
appointed that President Bush and the Repub-
lican minority are opposing our efforts to pass 
this legislation. If this bill is not passed by the 
Senate and signed by the President, more 
than 60,000 families which I have the honor of 
representing here in the House will be re-
quired to pay the AMT when filing their 2007 
return—an increase of almost 1000 percent 
since 2005. 

I also support the Democratic majority’s 
continuing commitment to responsible fiscal 
policies. The relief provided in this bill is paid 
for by closing tax loopholes that allow hedge 
fund managers and corporate CEOs to use 
offshore tax havens as unlimited retirement 
accounts. That the President and his party 
would side with a few of the wealthiest individ-
uals over millions of middle class American 
families speaks volumes about their misplaced 
priorities. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I will 
vote for this bill—as I did for a similar measure 
last month—because of the urgent need to 
protect middle-income families from a massive 
tax increase that will hit them if we do not act 
to adjust the Alternative Minimum Tax, or 
AMT. 

The bill is not quite the same as H.R. 3996, 
which I voted for and which the House passed 
on November 9th. But it resembles that bill— 
and differs from the version passed by the 
Senate—in one very important respect: it is 
fiscally responsible. 

The Senate has voted for a bill that does 
not even attempt to offset the costs of chang-
ing the AMT. 

I think that should not be our first choice, 
because for too long the Bush Administration 

and its allies in Congress have followed that 
course—their view, in the words of Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY, has been that ‘‘deficits don’t 
matter.’’ 

I disagree. I think deficits do matter, be-
cause they result in one of the worst taxes— 
the ‘‘debt tax,’’ the big national debt that must 
be repaid, with interest, by future generations. 
I think to ignore that is irresponsible and falls 
short of the standard to which we, as trustees 
for future generations, should hold ourselves. 

So, I think that the House pass this bill and 
give the Senate a second chance to reach 
that standard. 

It may be that our colleagues at the other 
end of the Capitol will not take advantage of 
that opportunity, and it may be that in the end 
the urgency of protecting middle-income fami-
lies from the AMT will take priority over cor-
recting the mistaken policies of the last 7 
years. 

But at least for today, we should not give up 
hope that better judgment will prevail and so 
we should vote for this bill as it stands. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 861, 
the bill is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 
MC CRERY 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. MCCRERY. I am. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McCrery moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 4351 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Increase 
Prevention Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF INCREASED ALTERNATIVE 

MINIMUM TAX EXEMPTION AMOUNT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

55(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to exemption amount) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘($62,550 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2006)’’ in subpara-
graph (A) and inserting ‘‘($66,250 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2007)’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘($42,500 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2006)’’ in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘($44,350 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2007)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2006. 
SEC. 3. EXTENSION OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 

TAX RELIEF FOR NONREFUNDABLE 
PERSONAL CREDITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
26(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to special rule for taxable years 2000 
through 2006) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or 2006’’ and inserting 
‘‘2006, or 2007’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘2006’’ in the heading there-
of and inserting ‘‘2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2006. 

Mr. MCCRERY (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I make a point of order that 
the motion to recommit violates clause 
10 of rule XXI because the provisions of 
the measure have the net effect of in-
creasing the deficit over the requisite 
time period. The cost of 1 year of AMT 
relief is $50 billion, and the motion con-
tains no provisions to pay for that re-
lief. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any Member wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
believe it is the intent of clause 10 of 
rule XXI to require tax increases to 
pay for preventing scheduled tax in-
creases. That is precisely what we are 
debating on this point of order. 

If the Chair determines that this mo-
tion violates rule XXI and the House 
sustains this ruling, then the House is 
endorsing more than $3 trillion of tax 
increases over the next 10 years. 

PAYGO, as a budget enforcement law 
between 1990 and 2002, as the majority 
leader referred to, required automatic 
spending reductions across the govern-
ment when budget targets were not 
met. Rule XXI, should it apply to this 
motion, is a very, very different 
PAYGO. It would prevent any Member 
from offering an amendment that pre-
vents a tax increase without another 
tax increase. I would understand, and 
even strongly support, an interpreta-
tion of rule XXI that had the effect of 
requiring spending reductions to offset 
increases in spending. 

Further, while I would not nec-
essarily endorse it, I could understand 
a PAYGO interpretation that requires 
a spending cut or tax increase to offset 
any reduction in current tax rates, or 
an increase in any current tax deduc-
tions or credits; but that is not what 
we’re dealing with here today, Mr. 
Speaker. Today, with my motion, we 
are simply maintaining the Federal 
Government’s current take, so to 
speak, from the people. 

Current individual tax rates and poli-
cies have largely been in place as they 
are since 2003 and have led to sustained 
increases in revenue to the Federal 
Government. In fact, the annualized in-
creases over the last 3 years have been 
14.6 percent, 11.7 percent and 6.7 per-
cent. 

Even if my motion passes and is 
eventually enacted, we will again see 
increased revenue, it is projected, to 
the Federal Government next year. 
Those who wish to apply PAYGO to my 
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motion, those who wish to object to my 
motion, are advocating very clearly 
that they want to lock in not only the 
largest revenue take in history, but 
also the largest tax increase in history. 
These tax increases will lead the gov-
ernment to collect more than 20 per-
cent of GDP from its citizens by the 
end of the decade, and far higher in the 
years that follow. These tax increases 
will be of such a dramatic magnitude 
that they threaten to bring our econ-
omy to its knees and render it uncom-
petitive in the global marketplace. 

The motion I have offered contains 
no new spending, no new tax cuts. In-
stead, it simply prevents a tax in-
crease. That, I submit, is not what rule 
XXI was designed to prevent. And I 
urge the speaker to reject the point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I insist on my point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts makes a 
point of order that the amendment pro-
posed in the motion violates clause 10 
of rule XXI by increasing the deficit. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XXI, the 
Chair is authoritatively guided by esti-
mates from the Committee on the 
Budget that the net effect of the provi-
sions in the amendment affecting reve-
nues would increase the deficit for a 
relevant period. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained and the motion is not in 
order. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Since that was an 
awfully quick ruling, Mr. Speaker, I 
most respectfully do appeal the ruling 
of the Chair because this may be the 
only opportunity we have to veer from 
this tax increase interpretation so that 
we can clear a bill that the Senate will 
pass and the President will sign. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. NEAL OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to table the motion to 
appeal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to table. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of 
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on the 
motion to table will be followed by a 5- 
minute vote on the passage of the bill, 
if ordered, and if arising without fur-
ther debate or proceedings in recom-
mittal. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 
191, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1152] 

YEAS—225 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—191 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 

Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 

Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 

Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Becerra 
Carson 
Cubin 
Ferguson 
Gordon 

Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 
Matheson 

Miller, Gary 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Tancredo 
Wu 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes left in this vote. 

b 1848 

Mrs. BLACKBURN, Ms. GRANGER, 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Messrs. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, PICKERING, 
HERGER, and EHLERS changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, and Messrs. ROTHMAN, 
TIERNEY, CLYBURN, ORTIZ, and 
HARE changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ 
to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays 
193, not voting 13, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 1153] 

YEAS—226 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—193 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 

Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 

Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 

Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 

Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 

Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Carson 
Cubin 
Duncan 
Ferguson 
Hinojosa 

Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 
Matheson 
Miller, Gary 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes left in this vote. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there is 
1 minute left in this vote. 

b 1856 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 69, FURTHER CON-
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS, FIS-
CAL YEAR 2008 

Ms. SLAUGHTER, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 110–492) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 869) providing for 
consideration of the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 69) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 2008, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE 
PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION 
ACT OF 2007—VETO MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 110– 
80) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following veto mes-
sage from the President of the United 
States: 
To the House of Representatives: 

I am returning herewith without my 
approval H.R. 3963, the ‘‘Children’s 
Health Insurance Program Reauthor-
ization Act of 2007.’’ Like its prede-
cessor, H.R. 976, this bill does not put 
poor children first and it moves our 
country’s health care system in the 
wrong direction. Ultimately, our Na-
tion’s goal should be to move children 
who have no health insurance to pri-
vate coverage—not to move children 
who already have private health insur-
ance to government coverage. As a re-
sult, I cannot sign this legislation. 

The purpose of the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) was 
to help low-income children whose 
families were struggling, but did not 
qualify for Medicaid, to get the health 
care coverage that they needed. My Ad-
ministration strongly supports reau-
thorization of SCHIP. That is why in 
February of this year I proposed a 5– 
year reauthorization of SCHIP and a 20 
percent increase in funding for the pro-
gram. 

Some in the Congress have sought to 
spend more on SCHIP than my budget 
proposal. In response, I told the Con-
gress that I was willing to work with 
its leadership to find any additional 
funds necessary to put poor children 
first, without raising taxes. 

The leadership in the Congress has 
refused to meet with my Administra-
tion’s representatives. Although they 
claim to have made ‘‘substantial 
changes’’ to the legislation, H.R. 3963 is 
essentially identical to the legislation 
that I vetoed in October. The legisla-
tion would still shift SCHIP away from 
its original purpose by covering adults. 
It would still include coverage of many 
individuals with incomes higher than 
the median income in the United 
States. It would still result in govern-
ment health care for approximately 2 
million children who already have pri-
vate health care coverage. The new 
bill, like the old bill, does not respon-
sibly offset its new and unnecessary 
spending, and it still raises taxes on 
working Americans. 

Because the Congress has chosen to 
send me an essentially identical bill 
that has the same problems as the 
flawed bill I previously vetoed, I must 
veto this legislation, too. I continue to 
stand ready to work with the leaders of 
the Congress, on a bipartisan basis, to 
reauthorize the SCHIP program in a 
way that puts poor children first; 
moves adults out of a program meant 
for children; and does not abandon the 
bipartisan tradition that marked the 
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original enactment of the SCHIP pro-
gram. In the interim, I call on the Con-
gress to extend funding under the cur-
rent program to ensure no disruption 
of services to needy children. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 12, 2007. 

b 1900 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER). The objections of the Presi-
dent will be spread at large upon the 
Journal, and the veto message and the 
bill will be printed as a House docu-
ment. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HOYER 
Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I have 

a privileged motion at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HOYER moves that further consider-

ation of the veto message and the bill, H.R. 
3963, be postponed until January 23, 2008. 

The SPEAKER tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON). 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA) each be allowed 
to control 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 

Speaker, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that we shorten the debate to 15 
minutes on each side. We don’t have 
that many speakers and the hour is 
late. I have a feeling people’s minds are 
not going to be swayed by the elo-
quence on either side on this debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to 
object, I thank the gentleman for his 
comments. I think perhaps we may not 
need to have a vote on this, I would 
agree, but there are some number of 
speakers on our side who would like to 
speak. I don’t know whether we will 
have 10, maybe 15 speakers cumula-
tively. If the gentleman might prevail 
on his side, maybe we wouldn’t ask 
people to come back for a vote, but we 
do have Members on our side who want 
to speak. 

Madam Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
Speaker of the House. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I thank Mr. HOYER for his leadership 
on this very important legislation. He 
has worked very hard to try to achieve 
a level of bipartisanship on this legisla-

tion that could override the President’s 
veto. In the United States Senate, 
there is a substantial bipartisan major-
ity large enough to override the Presi-
dent’s veto. I hope that we could 
achieve that in this House. We are not 
going to take up that vote tonight, as 
has been indicated by Mr. HOYER. That 
debate and that vote will take place on 
January 23. 

It is just very interesting to hear the 
reasons why the President of the 
United States said veto to the children 
of America. Veto in Latin: I forbid. I 
forbid the children of America, the 
children of working families who play 
by the rules and want the best for their 
children, who are struggling to make 
ends meet and who need health care 
and the health care that keeps them in 
the workforce and off of welfare and off 
of Medicaid. 

Madam Speaker, it is particularly in-
teresting to hear in this debate on the 
omnibus bill where there is talk of 
hundreds of billions of dollars more for 
the war in Iraq. For 40 days in Iraq, we 
can insure 10 million children in Amer-
ica; 40 days in Iraq, 10 million children 
in America. This is not an issue. This 
is a value. This is an ethic of the Amer-
ican people. The Democrats and Repub-
licans, people of no party affiliation, 
everybody cares about the children of 
America. Over 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people support the SCHIP expan-
sion that we want to do to double the 
number of children. 

So when the President says we have 
not met his objections, he is moving 
the goal post. In his first veto message, 
he said he is concerned about the fact 
that people making $80,000 would be el-
igible for SCHIP. Not so. The only way 
they could be eligible is if the Presi-
dent of the United States himself gave 
them a waiver. The President has given 
waivers to families making 300 percent 
of poverty. The President himself has 
given that waiver. And now he is com-
plaining about that level of income for 
families, hardworking families to re-
ceive SCHIP. 

The President said he is concerned 
that there are still adults in the pro-
gram. The Democratic response, bipar-
tisan, strong, with 45 Republican votes, 
said that the adults would be phased 
out. The reason some of them are in 
there in the first place is that in order 
to get the children into the program, 
Governors had thought that it would be 
important to bring families into the 
program, and the President of the 
United States, President Bush’s policy 
allowed that to happen. So he is turn-
ing his back on his own policy. He is 
turning his back on these children by 
saying their families should be off of 
SCHIP. 

So when the President says he is op-
posed to the bill because it raises 
taxes, then we get to the heart of the 
matter. This bill is paid by an increase 
in the cigarette tax, and this is really 
why the President is vetoing the bill. 
The President is saying that rather 
than raise the cigarette tax, he would 

prefer to prevent an additional 5 mil-
lion children in our country from get-
ting access to quality health care. 

The President has also said in other 
comments about this legislation, ev-
eryone in America has access to health 
care; they can just go to the emergency 
room. That was probably one of the 
most ill-informed, with stiff competi-
tion for that honor, but nonetheless 
probably one of the most ill-informed 
statements that could ever be made by 
anyone dealing with public policy and 
access to health care. 

So again, I think all the Members of 
Congress who voted for this in a very 
strong bipartisan way in the House and 
the Senate can take great pride in set-
ting a high watermark for what this 
Congress should be doing for children 
of working families in America. 

I salute Mr. HOYER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. STARK for 
their exceptional leadership. I also sa-
lute Mr. LAHOOD for what he tried to 
do to bring bipartisanship to all of this. 
I commend Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator HATCH for their courageous leader-
ship in the Senate, in leading the way 
to a veto-proof majority of Democrats 
and Republicans in the United States 
Senate. 

Whether you are talking about 
Easter Seals or the March of Dimes, 
the Association of Catholic Hospitals, 
AARP, AMA to YWCA, to everything 
alphabetically in between, everyone 
supports SCHIP except the President of 
the United States and those in this 
body who will side with him on this 
vote. 

What a sad day. What a sad day that 
the President would say, rather than 
insuring 5 million children, I don’t 
want to raise the cigarette tax. What a 
sad day when we would spend in 40 days 
in Iraq what it takes to insure 10 mil-
lion children in America for 1 year. But 
we are not going to let this veto stand. 
We will act upon it and we will con-
tinue to fight the fight until 10 million 
children at a minimum in America 
have access to quality health care 
under the SCHIP program. It is the 
wish of the Governors. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished minority leader from the great 
State of Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER). 

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my 
colleague for yielding. 

On the opening day of this Congress, 
the Speaker of the House said, let’s 
have partnership, not partisanship. 
And over the course of this year, I have 
been looking for that partnership to 
occur. There is probably no better ex-
ample that the partnership has never 
occurred over the course of this year 
than this bill. 

On this bill, there were no hearings 
in the relevant committees. There was 
no markup through the regular legisla-
tive process in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee. And then the bill 
was brought to the floor in what I 
would describe as a very partisan way. 
The majority prevailed, but there was 
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a significant number of people opposed 
to the bill. 

And we are talking about the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program. We 
are talking about a program that was 
developed by Republicans and Demo-
crats together to go out and serve the 
needs of the working poor in America. 
And yet over the course of the 10 years, 
I think the program has gone astray. 
We are starting to put more adults in a 
program than we did children. And 
what Republicans and I think Demo-
crats want to do is reauthorize this 
program in a way that meets the needs 
of poor children first. That hasn’t been 
happening, and I think all the Members 
know it hasn’t been happening. 

And so after this veto the first time 
was upheld, we began some bipartisan 
talks trying to find common ground to 
see if we couldn’t reauthorize this pro-
gram in a way that the American peo-
ple expect of us. They expect us to 
come here, work together, and find a 
way to get this program reauthorized. 

We had Members locked in a room for 
2 months, a lot of conversation, a lot of 
very descriptive things that had to 
happen. We weren’t expecting miracles. 
And at the end of the day, my Members 
looked up and said, there is no move-
ment. No movement at all. And I think 
that this deadlock that we find our-
selves in is unfortunate, because there 
is a population in America that need 
this program. We could have resolved 
the differences in this program in 10 
minutes if the majority wanted to re-
solve the differences. 

But as we see again tonight, there is 
no attempt to resolve the differences. 
This has become a partisan political 
game that we are involved in. The mo-
tion that we are debating here is to 
move the vote on overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto until January 23. Hello. 
And this happens to be about 6 days be-
fore the President is going to come and 
give the State of the Union address. 

We can have this vote right now and 
the outcome is certain. But no, no, we 
can’t have an outcome that is certain; 
we have got to continue to play polit-
ical games. That is exactly what the 
American people are disgusted with 
when they look at this Congress and we 
see the approval ratings where they 
are. 

I think it is time for us to resolve our 
differences in a bipartisan way and re-
authorize this program and make sure 
that poor children in America have the 
kind of health insurance that they de-
serve. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, let me say it really 
pains me to listen to the minority lead-
er say that no attempt has been made 
to resolve the differences on this legis-
lation. I can’t think of a single bill in 
this Congress where the Democratic 
leadership has been reaching out to the 
Republican side of the aisle on a daily 
basis. There have been so many meet-
ings. I mean, there have literally been 

hundreds of meetings trying to reach 
out to the Republican side in the House 
to try to reconcile differences on this 
bill and come up with a consensus piece 
of legislation. The Republicans in the 
Senate have always been willing. They 
have been out there to meet. Some Re-
publicans here in the House have been 
as well. But the leadership on the Re-
publican side has not been. So I think 
it is very unfortunate that, as stated 
today, that that has not been the case. 
We have been reaching out constantly, 
and I defy anyone to say differently. 

Madam Speaker, today for the second 
time this year President Bush turned 
his back on the health care needs of 10 
million children. It was just 2 months 
ago when the President vetoed the 
Children’s Health Insurance Program 
Reauthorization Act, which had passed 
both the House and the Senate with 
overwhelmingly bipartisan support. 

After that first veto we came to-
gether once again, Democrats and Re-
publicans, and wrote a different bill 
that addresses many of the President’s 
concerns, including enrolling lower in-
come children first. Today, President 
Bush vetoed the second effort, saying 
that it was almost identical to the first 
bill. And I would say it was not, and 
the President knows better. 

b 1915 
The President’s second veto of CHIP 

legislation is a slap in the face not only 
to this Congress but to the millions of 
children who, without this bill, con-
tinue to be uninsured, or worse, basi-
cally lose the insurance they currently 
have. 

Every day the parents of more than 9 
million children worry when their kids 
have an earache, toothache, asthma, 
all this before they finally have to take 
them to the hospital emergency room. 
And the President seems satisfied with 
the status quo. In fact, in the past he 
has stated that every American has ac-
cess to health care because they can al-
ways go to the emergency room. 

Let me tell my colleagues, this fall I 
visited an emergency room in my dis-
trict and it was not a great place for a 
kid to visit. It is the scene of trauma. 
Children are forced to share space with 
people who have overdosed on alcohol 
or drugs. Most emergency rooms are 
overwhelmed with real emergencies 
and have few resources to treat people 
who need regular family care. 

The beauty of CHIP is that children 
get to see a doctor on a regular basis. 
And the President is deluding himself 
if he doesn’t think this veto is going to 
hurt millions of children. And those 
Members voting to sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto are just as guilty of turning 
their backs on millions of children who 
will be denied regular visits to see a 
doctor. 

I urge my Republican colleagues to 
vote their conscience. Let’s override 
the President’s veto so that we can en-
sure that 10 million children receive 
the health care they need to grow up 
healthy and strong. This is the right 
thing to do for our country. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, everybody has said all that 
needs to be said on this debate; we just 
haven’t said it this third or fourth time 
that we are here on the House floor. 

As the minority leader pointed out, 
at some point in time it still may be 
possible to reach a consensus on reau-
thorizing the SCHIP program because 
people on both sides of the aisle want 
to keep the program moving forward. 
The problem that most Republicans 
have is that we support the base pro-
gram for near low-income children be-
tween 100 and 200 percent of poverty. 
We don’t think that the SCHIP pro-
gram, which was a children’s health 
program, should be for adults. We don’t 
think it should be for illegal aliens. We 
think it should be for children between 
100 percent to 200 percent of poverty, 
and perhaps slightly higher than that 
if a good-faith effort has been made to 
cover children in that income bracket. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle appear to want to use this as a 
surrogate for universal health care. In 
some versions, the original version 
that came out in the CHAMP bill, they 
wanted to go as high as 300 and 400 per-
cent of poverty. They continue, al-
though they say they don’t want to 
cover noncitizens, they won’t agree to 
enforcement measures that make that 
possible. And they don’t want adults on 
the program to have to exit the pro-
gram in some reasonable time period, 
so we have the impasse that we have 
today. 

There haven’t been many times in 
our Nation’s history that we have post-
poned a veto override. I think less than 
10 percent of the time, maybe even less 
than 5 percent of the time, but we have 
done it twice in a row on this par-
ticular bill. So we will postpone the 
bill until the week of the President’s 
State of the Union so there can be 
more political posturing on the major-
ity side right before the President 
comes before a joint session of Con-
gress. 

This majority is right to try to post-
pone that vote to that time. It would 
be better if we went ahead and voted on 
it tonight, sustained the President’s 
veto tonight so we could then hopefully 
continue work or start working in a bi-
partisan way to actually get an SCHIP 
reauthorization that was more than a 
1-month extension at a time. 

If we have the vote tonight, the 
President’s veto will be sustained. 
When we have the vote in January, the 
President’s veto will be sustained. At 
some point in time we may yet get to-
gether and try to work out a com-
promise that both sides can agree to 
and have a 435–Member vote. Appar-
ently that will not be any time in the 
near future. 
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Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 11⁄4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT), 
a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Let’s be very clear 
about what is being postponed and who 
is doing the postponing. When this 
President exercised his second veto, he 
postponed our desire to see that chil-
dren get the health care that they 
need. And tonight, when Republicans 
in this House and their nicotine-ped-
dler allies stand in the way of the door 
at the doctor’s office, millions of chil-
dren are denied the care that they de-
serve. 

This President’s holiday season veto 
of our efforts to aid these ailing chil-
dren is neither sound fiscal policy nor 
good medicine. And for the President 
to make the incredible statement that 
the children of the working poor should 
‘‘just go to the emergency room,’’ that 
is neither compassionate nor conserv-
ative. With his ideological blinders, he 
just doesn’t seem to see the children of 
the working poor who are up all night 
with an aching ear, an abscessed tooth, 
or can’t get antibiotics for strep 
throat. Those are the challenges work-
ing families face who do not have ac-
cess to health care. 

A healthy body, like an educated 
mind, is an opportunity that all of our 
children should be permitted to share. 
For as long as the President and a mi-
nority of this House stand between 
children and the lifesaving, pain-reduc-
ing care that they need, we will work 
to overcome their intransigence, 
whether it takes one time in January 
or another time thereafter. We cannot 
yield to those who would block our 
children from the care they need. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. DEAL), a member of the Health 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Madam Speak-
er, well, here we are again. When the 
bill came up the first time, we had not 
had a chance to mark it up in the com-
mittee. We were not allowed amend-
ments on the floor. And the process has 
been a take-it-or-leave-it because it ap-
pears that the issue is let’s talk about 
children going to emergency rooms 
rather than doing something about ex-
tending the SCHIP program. 

And here we are again saying we 
don’t want to do anything tonight; we 
want to reserve the time to talk about 
it in January. 

Well, there is an old saying that we 
ought to mean what we say and say 
what we mean. 

If the Democrats really want an 
SCHIP program, which I think they do, 
and Republicans do as well, then there 
ought to be some principles which have 
been on the table all along that should 
be able to be agreed to. One is that this 
is children’s health insurance plan, and 
there ought not to be either a continu-
ation of nor an expansion of the addi-
tion of adults into that program. And 
yet that continues to be one of the 
issues on which there is no agreement. 

Another issue is that it was intended 
to be for children at the below 200 per-
cent of poverty level. We have said we 
should have been a saturation below 
200 percent of poverty at 90 or 95 per-
cent of those children before States 
start moving up the ladder, not to the 
working poor, but in some cases by 
many States’ standards to the very 
rich or at least the middle income 
when you get to 300 and 350 and 400 per-
cent of poverty. There has never been 
an agreement to say let’s saturate the 
low-income children and cover them 
first as a prerequisite. 

And lastly, it is a program for Amer-
ican children and the continued efforts 
to create loopholes so that people who 
are not citizens, who are not legally in 
our country, who are not entitled to be 
covered under this plan which is for 
American citizens, they continue to in-
sist that that loophole should not only 
be continued but also expanded. 

I would urge us to go ahead and vote 
now. Let’s don’t just talk about it. 
Let’s do and say what we mean. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. KAGEN). 

Mr. KAGEN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank our leadership for offering an op-
portunity, not just this evening, but 
during this next month for our Nation 
to begin to answer the question of our 
time, and that question is this: What 
kind of Nation are we when we turn our 
back on our children on whose future 
we all depend? And what kind of Presi-
dent would turn more towards saving 
the profits of a corporation than the 
lives of our children? 

The SCHIP bill is good for our Na-
tion’s health. It is good for our chil-
dren. It is far more economical to have 
children be seen by their physicians in 
their doctor’s offices than in the emer-
gency room. It just makes sense. But 
sometimes I am coming to find here, if 
it makes sense, it may not happen 
while we have the President that we 
do. 

I have been witnessing a great deal of 
misinformation about this bill. I have 
read every single page of the SCHIP 
bill, and I have heard the opposition in 
the minority speak up regarding with 
what I call misinformation. The fact is 
that this bill provides for children who 
are 19 years and under, and yet I have 
heard them say age 25. 

I have read the bill and it says it is 
two times poverty, $41,000 of annual in-
come, and yet I have heard them stand 
up and claim that it will cover people 
up to $83,000. That is misinformation. 

I have heard them claim it is not 
really private health care but the slip-
pery slope to socialized medicine. Well, 
we don’t need socialized medicine in 
America. This is private health care. It 
is private doctors, private clinics and 
insurance companies, private hospitals 
providing the care that these children 
require. 

It does not cover any illegal immi-
grants. It covers people who are here 
legally. So no more misinformation, no 

more lies. SCHIP is good for our chil-
dren. It is good for our economy. It is 
good for our Nation’s soul. 

Madam Speaker, I ask everyone to 
understand that the people of Wis-
consin sent me here because they feel 
the same as we all do. We want our 
country back. People all across Wis-
consin are saying the same thing, they 
want their country back. They want a 
country that has a border they can see 
and defend, and they want a country 
that believes in providing access to af-
fordable health care for all of our chil-
dren, no matter their economic means. 
We must have this time to discuss 
SCHIP all across the Nation and an-
swer the question: Whose side are we 
on and what kind of Nation are we? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I want to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT) who has been one of the Re-
publican negotiators on this issue in 
the informal talks that have been oc-
curring at various times over the last 
month. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Speaker, as 
many of my colleagues know and as 
the gentleman from Texas has said, I 
have been part of a group of Members 
from both sides of the aisle and from 
both Chambers who have been meeting 
actually over the past few months to 
try to find common ground on SCHIP 
legislation. 

I am afraid that some of the facts 
that the gentleman from Wisconsin 
stated, he made some statements that 
I would hope he would join our group 
and we could go over those facts, such 
as the $83,000. 

For my colleagues who have taken 
part, they know very well that these 
discussions that we have been having 
were productive at times and less pro-
ductive at other times. But despite our 
disagreements and the bumps in the 
road, I think we persisted and contin-
ued to meet because we believe this is 
one of the most important issues that 
Congress will address. 

The genesis of these meetings origi-
nated from a letter that 38 House Re-
publicans sent to the President on Oc-
tober 18, and in that letter we laid out 
principles that we believed would be 
necessary to secure our votes on the 
legislation and make this truly a bipar-
tisan reauthorization of SCHIP. These 
basic principles included covering low- 
income children first, SCHIP for kids 
only, SCHIP should not force children 
out of private health insurance, SCHIP 
is for American children, and the fund-
ing should be stable and equitable. 

It is important to note that the let-
ter did not mention the tax increase or 
the $35 billion in additional spending, 
two significant concerns for many 
Members on this side of the aisle. 

b 1930 
Democrats also had their principles 

for the reauthorization. With these 
principles, we agreed to discuss how we 
could change the bill in a way that 
would gather the support of a signifi-
cant number of House Republicans and 
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still have the support of the Members 
on the other side of the aisle. After 
weeks of negotiations, we came to a 
point where I think both sides realized 
that if a deal was going to be possible, 
we both had to give some ground for 
the benefit of a bill. 

I think that we are and were very 
close to agreement in principle and a 
framework that both sides can support. 
To be frank, the agreement isn’t a bill 
that I would write if I had the choice. 
I am sure that my friends on the other 
side of the aisle feel the same way. But 
this is how a negotiation works. I 
think if we both came away with a lit-
tle bit of feeling like we hadn’t won, 
then that’s a true negotiation and both 
sides have compromised. 

Unfortunately, I think we’ve run out 
of time for this year, and given that 
the current reauthorization ends on 
the 14th and there are a number of 
States projected to run out of SCHIP 
funding next year, I hope we can agree 
to an 18-month extension with addi-
tional funding to ensure that States 
will not have to drop children from the 
program. 

But I would also ask that we con-
tinue working on a final bill when we 
return in January. I have spoken with 
the leadership on both sides and ex-
pressed my desire to do so. We need to 
put partisanship aside, and I would 
hope that we can continue to discuss 
this issue. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, at 
this point I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
chairman of the Democratic Caucus, a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Madam Speaker, the 
President and the Republican leader-
ship in Congress never miss an oppor-
tunity to not miss an opportunity. 
There was a bipartisan consensus for 10 
million children to have health care, 
and because the President didn’t agree 
with it, he vetoed it. 

Now, some people here say that we 
could have this vote now. We can have 
this vote in January. 

The truth is the real vote will be in 
November of 2008. Some of us disagreed 
with the President of the United States 
on stem cell research. There was an 
election, and now we have a new Sen-
ator from Missouri, we have a new Con-
gressman from Arizona, all because of 
that issue. 

And the real vote, and people don’t 
want to talk about it, say it’s political, 
that’s what a democracy is about. And 
there will be a vote about this, and the 
American people will vote on this. And 
those Members of Congress that are 
happy about denying 10 million chil-
dren health care will get a chance and 
an opportunity to explain that vote. 
Those of us who think it’s important 
will get that. 

My own view, I wouldn’t want to mix 
politics with policy, if there’s going to 
be a few less Members who vote against 
10 million children because the Amer-
ican people will make a judgment 

about that. And we shouldn’t deny 
that. 

And so I give you credit. You never 
miss an opportunity to miss an oppor-
tunity. So, remember, some have 
talked about for 40 days in Iraq you 
could fund 10 million children’s health 
care. Forty days in Iraq. 

President Kennedy once said, ‘‘To 
govern is to choose.’’ Well, you’ve 
made your choice. We’ve made our 
choice. And the American people in No-
vember are going to make their choice. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I’m going to yield myself 2 
minutes. 

I want to thank my friend from Illi-
nois for being honest. This is all about 
politics. It’s not about policy. It’s not 
about the children. It’s about politics. 
So I commend him. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Will my good friend 
yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I’ll yield for 
30 seconds, sure. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Okay. I come from a 
family. I believe politics is a good 
thing, because we have differences, and 
you work them out on election day and 
the American people make a decision, 
except for when you do special redis-
tricting. But usually you let it out on 
election day. And I believe in that. I 
don’t have a problem with that. 

It’s not about scoring points. There’s 
differences. You don’t support this. 
And I won’t go through this. I was in 
the room when we negotiated this in 
1997. When President Clinton proposed 
this, the Republican leadership at the 
time, and he said there will be no bal-
anced budget without a children’s 
health insurance program that had eye, 
dental and pediatric. The Republican 
leadership said at that point it was 
welfare. President Clinton said there 
will be no balanced budget agreement 
without this. Finally, you guys offered 
pediatric care but no eye and dental. 
And then the deal we cut was the 
SCHIP we have today. And the very 
flexibility that you oppose that our 
Governors are exploring was what you 
demanded back in 1997. But the origi-
nal children health proposal wasn’t a 
bipartisan agreement. It was President 
Clinton saying there will be no bal-
anced budget agreement without 6 mil-
lion children getting their health care. 
I believe that politics is a good thing, 
and that’s what it proved. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I respect the 
gentleman from Illinois. I think we 
should do more of this, quite frankly. 

Madam Speaker, I’m going to yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
now to respond to my good friend from 
Illinois. I was in the House when 
SCHIP was passed. I was not in the 
leadership, but I was on the committee. 
My recollection is a little bit different 
than my friend from Illinois. 

There were some Republicans, I 
think Senator HATCH was one of the 
ones in the Senate; Congressman Ar-
cher, who was the chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee. This did 
come out of the effort to reform wel-

fare as it was then. There was a con-
cern that as we tried to move primarily 
women who were single head of house-
holds off of welfare, if they didn’t have 
a job that had health care, their chil-
dren, in order for them to work, transi-
tion to work, that they needed health 
care. And President Clinton and the 
Republican leadership in the House and 
the Senate did agree that SCHIP was 
the answer. And it was a bipartisan 
agreement. I would give the President 
credit for supporting it, but I would 
also give the Republican leadership in 
the House and the Senate credit for 
supporting it also at that time. 

The bill that is before us tonight is 
not the bill that passed in 1997. We 
have over 600,000 adults on SCHIP, a 
children’s health insurance program. 
Rhetorically, my friends on the major-
ity side say they really don’t want 
adults to be covered. But nothing in 
this bill moves those adults off of 
SCHIP. 

We don’t know how many hundreds of 
thousands of noncitizens are covered. 
But most people agree that there are 
hundreds of thousands, if not millions. 
Nothing in this bill has an enforcement 
mechanism to move children who are 
not U.S. citizens off the rolls. Not one 
thing moves that. And the 200 percent 
of poverty, the original SCHIP bill was 
between 100 and 200 percent of poverty. 
That’s still a good principle. There are 
not 10 million children in America be-
tween 100 and 200 percent of poverty 
that qualify for SCHIP. The most au-
thoritative number is that there may 
be an additional 800,000. 

Now, the current SCHIP bill covers 
about 6 million children. In order to 
get to the 10 million number, you have 
to go way above 200 percent, probably 
above 300 percent and maybe even as 
high as 400 percent. So this 10 million 
number, there are about 80 million 
children in America. Most of those 
children, luckily, have health insur-
ance through some sort of a private 
sector employee-sponsored health in-
surance program. Six million have it 
under SCHIP, and then there are sev-
eral million that have it under Med-
icaid. But there are not 10 million be-
tween 100 and 200 percent of poverty. 

Those of us on the Republican side, 
we support SCHIP. We support the 
original program. We may even support 
something expanding it beyond the 
original program. But we don’t support 
some of the ideas that take it up to as 
high as 300 to 350 percent of poverty, 
that cover noncitizens and that cover 
adults. That’s what this debate is all 
about. 

So we hope that we have an oppor-
tunity. We hope that we have a veto 
vote and that we sustain the Presi-
dent’s veto, and then maybe my friend 
from Illinois and myself can actually 
enter into a bipartisan negotiation 
that does exactly what he wants to do 
and what people like myself want to 
do. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Can I ask the rank-
ing member to yield? 
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would yield 

for 30 seconds. 
Mr. EMANUEL. First of all, it wasn’t 

part of welfare reform. Welfare reform 
had a 1-year transitional for Medicaid. 
It wasn’t part of that, which is a point 
you made. 

Second is, SCHIP was so successful, 
while the rest of the population actu-
ally had an increase in uninsured, the 
only group in America for the last 7 
years that had actually a decrease in 
the uninsured was children until last 
year. This is a product of answering 
the shortcomings between Medicaid 
and private insurance. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. We support 
that. 

Mr. EMANUEL. The fact is there 
have been a million additional children 
in the last year and a half whose par-
ents work full-time who don’t have 
health care and this would cover. 

And to the other point you said, ac-
tually there have been Democratic and 
Republican Governors and principally 
signed by this President where the 
adults have come from. This President 
signed those waivers for Democratic 
and Republican Governors. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That doesn’t 
mean that we need to continue those 
waivers. 

With that, I would reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY). 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I’m a new Member of this 
Chamber, and so I don’t know all the 
history of SCHIP. I don’t know all of 
the reasons why the bill was written, 
why it was, the history of negotiations, 
and with all due respect to my friends 
who were here, I don’t really care, be-
cause what I know is that right now 
there are millions of children through-
out this country who go to bed each 
night ill, simply because they can’t af-
ford to see a doctor. And let me tell 
you why I think it’s a good thing that 
we should wait a couple of weeks in 
order to take this vote. Because, frank-
ly, I’m a hopeless romantic when it 
comes to this House, the people’s 
House’s ability to impose the will of 
the vast majority of Americans. Call 
me crazy, but I think that when 80 per-
cent of Americans, as the CBS News 
poll told us some weeks ago, support 
advancing children’s health care, then 
maybe, maybe, this House should do 
something about it. I’m also 
unapologetically idealistic about our 
moral obligation as a society and as a 
Congress, because I know every single 
one of us, if we were walking down the 
road and we saw a sick child on the 
side, we would stop everything we were 
doing and try to help that child. And I 
don’t understand why that argument 
isn’t extrapolated to those children 
throughout this country who are sick 
only because they can’t afford health 
care. We have a moral obligation to 
help those kids. And we have a fiscal 
obligation as well, because that system 

of universal coverage that extends only 
to people that go to emergency rooms 
when they get so sick that that’s the 
only place that they can go, that costs 
us money. As moral and fiscal 
custodians of this great Nation, we 
have an obligation to pass this bill, to 
override this President’s veto and to 
give all the time in the world to your 
constituents and our constituents to 
make that case over the next 4 weeks. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Let me in-
quire how much time I have remaining, 
Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 14 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I want to 
yield 4 minutes to a member of the 
committee and also a member of the ad 
hoc negotiation team, Mr. WALDEN of 
Oregon. 

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Madam 
Speaker, I think it is important to 
start by noting there is not, I don’t 
think, a Member on either side of the 
aisle that doesn’t support continuing 
the existing SCHIP program, con-
tinuing providing insurance coverage 
for 4.04 million American children. 
What we’re debating is how you pay for 
an expansion beyond that, how you go 
from 200 percent of poverty level to a 
family of four that would be at 300 per-
cent of poverty level. For the record, 
that’s $61,950. Some of us believe that 
before you expand to 300 percent of 
poverty, or a family of four making 
nearly $62,000 a year, we should make 
sure that those kids who are in fami-
lies that make enough that they don’t 
qualify for Medicaid, that those from 
there on up to 200 or 250 percent of pov-
erty actually are being insured by the 
States to whom we send this money 
back to. 

There has been discussion that 10 
million kids will be covered under the 
bill that the President vetoed. I wish 
somebody would give me a Congres-
sional Budget Office summary that 
says that, because what CBO found 
when they analyzed this bill was that 
by 2012 there would be a total of 7.4 
million kids insured under SCHIP 
under the bill we’re debating tonight. 
If you’ve got a different document from 
CBO, I’d love see it. I’ve not seen it. 

Further, CBO claims that the way 
this bill is structured, there would be 2 
million children in America, 2 million 
of this 7.4 that either already have 
health insurance or have access to 
health insurance through their families 
or their families’ employers. Two mil-
lion. This is Congressional Budget Of-
fice data. 

The effect of the way this bill is 
structured, those 2 million kids would 
probably be shifted onto a government 
plan. We ought to be trying to get kids 
who don’t have access to health insur-
ance first, and we should be trying to 
get the kids who are at the lower end 
of the economic scale insured first. 
Those are principles that we’re fighting 
for in this. 

Finally, two other points. I don’t 
think it’s asking too much that when a 

parent brings in their children and 
their children don’t have ID, that the 
parent simply present ID, a driver’s li-
cense, something that proves who they 
are when they certify these are their 
kids. That’s something we’re asking 
for. 

The third and final point, this pro-
gram, the way it’s crafted under this 
legislation, even with the tax that’s 
proposed, by the next 10 years, the end 
of 10 years, you have borrowed forward 
$80 billion, with a B, that has been bor-
rowed, and in 2013, the program’s out of 
money. 

b 1945 
We have got enough of those Federal 

programs today. I mean Members on 
both sides of the aisle would have to 
agree that we haven’t fixed the Medi-
care fix yet for docs. Their funding is 
going to be cut. I’ve got seniors in my 
district who can’t get access to a phy-
sician. 

Why would we enact a program today 
that we know, based on independent 
analysis, comes up $80 billion short? 
You take the money for 10 years and 
you spend it in the first 5. What hap-
pens after that? Isn’t it better to cre-
ate a program that takes care of kids 
who are on the lowest end of the eco-
nomic scale but whose parents make 
too much to be in Medicaid, make sure 
they’re covered first, make sure we’re 
not crowding out people who have ac-
cess to health insurance for their kids 
through their employer or some other 
way, and that they don’t shift to save 
money for themselves from a govern-
ment-run program? 

At the end of the day, I think we all 
want to take care of kids’ health needs. 
We want to do it in a responsible way, 
fiscally responsible, that can be sus-
tainable so that we don’t end up with 
kids on a cliff in 5 years because you 
spent the money that was allocated 
over 10 in the first 5 because you bor-
rowed. That doesn’t make sense. 

I never knowingly in 21 years in 
small business entered into a contract 
that I knew I couldn’t fulfill. This is a 
contract that can’t be fulfilled the way 
it is crafted. We can do better than 
this. It doesn’t have to be a campaign 
and political issue. It can be a policy 
issue that works. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMPSON), a member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, this is about health 
care for kids. It’s an important and hu-
mane bill that’s illustrative of who we 
are as Americans. It’s paid for, and 
moreover, it saves us money. It saves 
us money by keeping kids out of the 
emergency room, and anytime that you 
can prevent or cure an illness before it 
becomes acute, that saves us money as 
well. 

It’s bipartisan, not only in the House 
and the Senate, but 43 Governors have 
endorsed this measure. Over 80 percent 
of the American people support the 
SCHIP program. 
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We should not let the President deny 

health care to 10 million kids of work-
ing moms and dads. We’re better than 
that. We need to override this veto. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I believe we only have two 
more speakers, so I’m going to reserve 
my time at this point. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New Hampshire (Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER). 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Madam Speak-
er, a while ago the President of the 
United States looked out in front of a 
very elite crowd and said to all of 
them: Some people call you the elite. I 
call you my base. 

You know, we should have listened a 
little more carefully because he really 
wasn’t kidding. They were his base. 
The President has said ‘‘yes’’ to them 
ever since. Yes to Big Oil. Yes to Big 
Pharmacy. Yes to anything they want. 
Yes to tobacco companies. Yes to their 
tax cuts. And no to the middle class 
and no to the poor except for one yes. 
Yes, you can pay for them. 

And so the President of the United 
States, with his helpers on the other 
side, have made it extremely difficult 
for the middle class and the poor not 
only to pay for their energy bills, not 
only to pay for all the other essentials, 
but now to take their children to the 
doctor or to the hospital. 

What is wrong with us that we are 
having an argument about whether 
children should be insured and how 
many children should be insured? 

I’m a former social worker. Every 
single day of my life I had stories, trag-
ic stories, stories that should embar-
rass all of you that you’re standing 
here fighting against these children, 
and how hard it was for these families 
to get their prescriptions, how hard it 
was for them and how they had to de-
cide exactly at what temperature do 
you take a child to the doctor, at 101, 
102 or 103 degrees, because we don’t 
have the money, and so we’re not going 
to take our child to the doctor unless 
we absolutely must. 

And yet we stand here tonight and 
the President tells us that he is going 
to not allow this program. Why? Why? 
Because we put a tax on the tobacco 
company. Shame on all of us that are 
standing in the way of the children of 
this country. There’s just no excuse for 
it. 

And how many children are we talk-
ing about? Somebody on the other side 
said there really aren’t that many chil-
dren, maybe 1 million. Well, the Con-
gressional Budget Office said to the 
Senate Finance Committee in July or 
August that there are about 5 to 6 mil-
lion children. 

The Democrats are dead on target 
with this, and the American public 
knows that and stands with us. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to reserve. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, may 
I inquire as to the time remaining on 
both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BECERRA) 
has 101⁄4 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
has 51⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, at 
this time I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, this issue boils down to a 
practicality of ideology. The Repub-
licans and the Bush administration has 
repeatedly shown that they really 
quite honestly do not get it when it 
comes down to health care, and par-
ticularly for those who need the health 
care the most. This is not just the be-
ginning of this. This argument started 
back during the winter when there 
were 17 States who came up short, and 
we fought and we fought to try to get 
that shortage fixed. But there was no 
help until I drafted an amendment, 
went to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), and we attached it 
to the Iraq war supplemental. That is 
the only way President Bush and the 
administration signed it. 

Now, let me just point out two im-
portant points. There are scare tactics 
being used here. Anytime the Repub-
licans and those on the other side want 
to score a point, they bring up the bo-
geyman of illegal immigration; these 
people are going to be illegal aliens. 
There’s nothing in this bill. As a mat-
ter of fact, there’s express language 
that prohibits in this bill any illegal 
immigrant or undocumented person 
from being eligible for this children’s 
health program. 

You talk about there are adults on 
the bill. There are no adults on this bill 
except an adult who happens to be 
pregnant with child for prenatal care. 
Should they not have that care? That 
strikes at the heart of this bill. 

I urge everyone to not go with this 
sad argument and let’s sustain and 
override this veto coming up on Janu-
ary 23. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute. 

I appreciate the gentleman that just 
spoke, but let’s be factually accurate. 
There are over 600,000 adults under cur-
rent law on SCHIP right now. They’re 
not all pregnant women. Now, some of 
them may be, but not all 600,000, and 
nothing in this bill moves any adult off 
of SCHIP. Nothing. 

Madam Speaker, with that, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SESTAK). 

Mr. SESTAK. Madam Speaker, when 
I heard that the President vetoed this 
bill today, I asked to speak. 

After about three-and-a-half decades 
in the U.S. military, I owe both Repub-
licans and Democrats a lot. About 2, 
21⁄2 years, little over 2 years ago, my 
daughter, 4 years old, was struck with 
a malignant brain tumor. I’d never had 
a personal challenge in my entire life, 
having only gotten married 9 years 
ago. I’d had a lot of professional ones, 

but after three brain operations, chem-
otherapy and radiation, she’s here 
today. I thank you all for that because 
I had the best health care plan in 
America. 

We took a pathology slice at Johns 
Hopkins, Mass General’s Hospital. We 
took it everywhere. We took it to the 
ends of the Earth, and you gave me 
that health care plan. 

But I will never forget living in Chil-
dren’s Hospital oncology ward down 
the street, and there was a young 21⁄2- 
year-old boy the day my daughter 
started chemotherapy after her brain 
operations, and for 6 hours my wife and 
I could not help but overhear, because 
you all have been in those hospital 
rooms, social workers come and go to 
talk to the parents of the young 21⁄2- 
year-old boy from Washington, DC, 
who had been diagnosed with acute leu-
kemia that morning, to see whether 
that young boy could stay and have the 
same opportunity my daughter had be-
cause of you. 

So this is the reason I got into the 
race for Congress a little less than 2 
years ago. I owed you. I owed this Na-
tion. You gave me an opportunity to 
have my daughter be here today. I 
didn’t get in for Iraq. I got in for this 
bill. While it may not be perfect, nei-
ther was TRICARE, and I would just 
ask everyone to truly think about the 
opportunity to give our children, every 
child, this young boy, the same oppor-
tunity you gave me and my daughter. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from the 5th Dis-
trict of the Garden State of New Jersey 
(Mr. GARRETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Speaker, ‘‘I forbid,’’ the Speak-
er, Democrat Speaker of the House, 
came to the floor and gave a trans-
lation of the Latin ‘‘veto’’ and ex-
plained to us that it means ‘‘I forbid.’’ 

Well, I can tell you the only veto 
that is occurring with regard to chil-
dren’s health care and care for the indi-
gent poor is occurring here tonight at 
the hands of the Democrat majority. 

The Democrat majority is vetoing. 
They are saying I forbid to move for-
ward on this legislation. Republicans 
have expressed the desire to move for-
ward and reached out and said in will-
ingness to work together. 

Just a moment ago, a freshman of 
the Democrat side of the aisle came to 
that podium and cited a figure that 80 
percent of the American public, as he 
said, quote, wishes to advance chil-
dren’s health care for indigent poor 
children. The word ‘‘advance’’ means to 
move forward. 

But Speaker PELOSI came to the floor 
and said, I forbid. I will veto moving 
forward tonight. Instead, put it on 
abeyance, put it on hold and say we 
have to put it off for another month. 

What are they putting off? Well, they 
are trying to move forward later on on 
a bill that brings us socialized health 
care for illegal aliens, for adults, for 
children, for adults. No one has denied 
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that it’s for adults. It is for childless 
couples and, by definition, is not for 
the poor. It is for middle class because, 
as we know, the median income in this 
country is $42,000. This bill will allow 
people upwards to $62,000 or $70,000 to 
be eligible for this program. By defini-
tion, therefore, it will provide for a 
middle-class program for universal 
health care. 

Now, in conclusion, the Democrat 
conference leader explains why they 
are saying that they are forbidding 
moving forward and is very clear. He 
said, I enjoy politics, and that’s what 
this bill is all about. It is about poli-
tics. 

So to those who come to the floor to-
night from the other side of the aisle 
and with a heartfelt passion that I be-
lieve is in their heart that they wish to 
move forward on moving advanced care 
for our children, I would ask your 
rank-and-file Members of that side of 
the aisle to talk to your leadership and 
say, Do not veto this effort. Do not say 
I forbid moving forward, and allow us 
to move forward on providing health 
care for indigent, poor children in this 
country tonight and vote ‘‘no’’ on this 
motion. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I was not going to participate in this 
debate, but the gentleman from New 
Jersey doesn’t fully understand what 
we’ve been about for the last 2 months. 
He talked about the rank and file. Mr. 
DINGELL, the senior Member of this 
House, myself, Senator BAUCUS, Sen-
ator HATCH, Senator GRASSLEY, Mem-
bers of the rank and file on your side of 
the aisle who had not voted for this bill 
and didn’t vote to override the veto. 
Mr. BARTON was in some of those meet-
ings. Mr. DEAL was in some of those 
meetings. We met for almost 100 hours 
with rank-and-file Members on your 
side because we felt so strongly we 
wanted to address some of the issues of 
concern. 

We haven’t gotten there yet, but I 
want to tell the gentleman, first of all, 
he says this bill is not for indigent 
children. 

b 2000 

Medicaid is for indigent children. 
This is for children of hardworking 
Americans who are not making enough 
because either their employer doesn’t 
provide insurance or they can’t afford 
the insurance to cover their children. 
We tried very, very hard. I defy you, 
and you haven’t been here that long, I 
understand that, but I defy you to find 
another instance where that many 
hours has been put in by such senior 
Members, including two of the most 
senior Republicans in the United 
States Senate who voted for this bill, 
as did 18 of their colleagues in the 
United States Senate, and 44 of your 
colleagues here voted for this bill, and 

45 for the previous bill. This is a very 
significant bipartisan bill. 

And this bill responded to some of 
the concerns raised by the President. 
You continue to talk about adults. 
There are parents on here at the 
States’ choice, as you know. Your 
State’s choice, my State’s choice. How-
ever, we precluded, as you know, in 
this bill nonparents, and rather than a 
2-year phaseout, we did a 1-year phase-
out. We responded to the President’s 
concern about $83,000. We capped it at 
300 percent. We responded to the ques-
tion of trying to identify and to make 
sure that we add people who are au-
thorized to be in this country. 

So I think the gentleman’s comments 
about the Democratic Party, or Demo-
crat, as he likes to refer to us, is to-
tally inaccurate, I will tell my friend. 
We’ve worked very hard. Why have we 
worked very hard? Because we think 
that 4 million children who the Presi-
dent of the United States in 2004 got on 
the Republican National Convention 
floor seeking the votes of all of his fel-
low citizens to be re-elected as Presi-
dent of the United States, said, I want 
to add millions of children currently 
eligible to this program who are not 
yet served. I tell my friend that’s what 
this bill does. That’s why we are so sur-
prised and disappointed that the Presi-
dent rejected this bill and vetoed it and 
said, as the Speaker said, I forbid this 
bill going into effect and adding those 
4 million children. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
Madam Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I 
thank the gentleman. 

I appreciate that, and as I said in my 
remarks, I believe that there is heart-
felt desire on the other side of the aisle 
to provide for, and I may have said in-
digent, poor children in this country. I 
do honestly believe that, from both 
sides of the aisle that the goal is the 
same thing, to try to provide care for 
that particular class of individuals. 

What I disagree with the gentleman 
with is on a couple points you said. One 
specifically as far as the issue of a 
good, fair effort of negotiations on 
moving forward in this legislation. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
suggest that the gentleman refer to 
Mrs. BIGGERT to see whether or not she 
thought they were good-faith or exten-
sive negotiations and discussions. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I 

thank the gentleman. 
I am informed that our side of the 

aisle, whether through Mrs. BIGGERT or 
otherwise, has presented to you or 
through your staff or otherwise a pro-
posal back on November 15 of five 
pages of recommendations or sugges-
tions as far as positions that could be 
done in this bill to move us both to-
gether. And here we are on December 
12 and we have yet to receive a re-
sponse from that. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
and I am not going to get into further 
debate on this, I refer the gentleman to 
Senator HATCH and Senator GRASSLEY 
and ask them whether they thought 
good-faith negotiations were pursued 
and whether or not they thought that 
we had gone as far as we possibly could 
in order to accommodate the adding of 
4 million children. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, what is the order of closing? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will 
be the Members in reverse order: Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. BARTON, and Mr. BECER-
RA. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I am ready to 
close after Mr. PALLONE. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
just want to reiterate and contradict 
some of the things that the President 
said in his veto message today. 

He said that this is the same bill that 
we sent him that he previously vetoed. 
And it’s simply not true. We made sub-
stantial changes to it to allay concerns 
about higher income families enrolling, 
adults being enrolled, or even undocu-
mented immigrants being enrolled. I 
just want to point out some of the 
flaws with the President’s message in 
closing. 

First, the President says that our 
goal should be to move kids into pri-
vate coverage and not into public pro-
grams. That is exactly what the CHIP 
program does, Mr. President. CHIP pro-
vides money to States, which in turn 
contract with private insurance compa-
nies to provide insurance coverage to 
kids. It’s not socialized medicine, it’s 
not government-run health care, and 
the President should know that. 

Second, the President says his pro-
posal to reauthorize CHIP would in-
crease funding by 20 percent. What he 
doesn’t tell you is that his plan would 
not help provide coverage to the 6 mil-
lion kids who are uninsured and eligi-
ble to enroll in either CHIP or Med-
icaid. I would point out that the Sen-
ate Finance Committee in July re-
ceived a letter from the CBO where 
they said that they estimate between 5 
million and 6 million children who are 
uninsured are eligible for Medicaid or 
SCHIP. So there are a lot of kids out 
there, almost twice as many that are 
in the program now, that could be in-
sured. 

And then the President said that we 
allow adult coverage. Well, let me say 
our bill phases out adult coverage fast-
er than the President would do by just 
disapproving his waiver renewals. 

Fourth, the President says we don’t 
focus on the lowest income kids, and 
that’s not true. We provide financial 
resources for States to go out and find 
the lowest income kids first. 

Finally, the President has said he’s 
been willing to work with us to reau-
thorize SCHIP, and the Republicans in 
the House said the same thing. Well, 
the fact of the matter is that, as our 
majority leader said, we have reached 
out. We have had hundreds of hours of 
meetings. We have reached out to the 
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President. It’s simply not true that we 
haven’t reach out, and the fact of the 
matter is that the President has been 
unwilling to budge even 1 inch from 
where he wants to go with the SCHIP 
legislation. Instead of working with us 
to provide health insurance to 10 mil-
lion kids, he’s given us two vetoes now. 

All I can say, Mr. President, the holi-
day season is upon us, but you are basi-
cally becoming the Grinch who stole 
Christmas from these 10 million kids, 
in this case at least 5 or 6 million, that 
don’t have health insurance. It’s a 
shame that we have come to this posi-
tion today, and I would urge my col-
leagues to cast a vote to override the 
President’s veto. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, there’s a great movie from 
the sixties or maybe the seventies 
called ‘‘Cool Hand Luke.’’ Paul New-
man is Cool Hand Luke, and he gets 
imprisoned for some minor infraction 
and he just doesn’t conform with the 
regulations of the prison. And finally 
in exasperation the prison warden is 
talking to him in front of the chain 
gang and utters the famous line, ‘‘What 
we have here is a failure to commu-
nicate.’’ 

Well, what we have here tonight ap-
parently is another failure to commu-
nicate. The Republicans in the House 
of Representatives want to reauthorize 
SCHIP. Some of the Republicans in the 
House of Representatives even want to 
expand SCHIP. But what we don’t want 
to do is make SCHIP the surrogate for 
universal health care for children that 
are not in low-income or moderate-in-
come families. We don’t want to do 
that. And the bill before us would do 
that. 

It would cover children up to 300 per-
cent of poverty, explicitly, which is 
above the median income in this coun-
try. And it would not have any sub-
stantial reform on what are called ‘‘in-
come disregards.’’ An income disregard 
is, some States have said, well, we’re 
going to disregard this amount of in-
come or we’re going to disregard that 
particular expense. So for all practical 
purposes if a State chooses to disregard 
income, then there is no cap, and the 
bill before us doesn’t have reforms in 
that measure. 

The bill before us, in terms of illegal 
aliens, does have a paragraph that says 
no illegal alien can receive the benefit. 
It has that. But it has no enforcement. 
It’s toothless. It’s like saying don’t go 
over 55 miles an hour or 60 miles an 
hour but you don’t have a radar police-
man to enforce the speed limit. 

So what we are saying and what the 
President of the United States is say-
ing in his veto message is pretty 
straightforward. Let’s continue the 
SCHIP program. Let’s find the children 
that are below 200 percent of poverty, 
and let’s get them enrolled in the pro-
gram and perhaps even go as high as 

250 percent or 275 percent. Let’s find 
some way to have a real enforcement 
to make sure that SCHIP is for chil-
dren and for children of citizens. And 
then let’s find a way to get the adults 
on the program off the program. 

There are some States that cover 
more adults than children. And, again, 
my friends on the majority agree that 
that’s not an appropriate thing, but 
they don’t do anything in the bill to re-
form that. 

So when my friend from New Jersey, 
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man, talks about there may be as 
many as 6 million additional children 
that could be covered, I very carefully 
listened to what he said, and I would 
agree with what he said because he 
used the words ‘‘Medicaid’’ and 
‘‘SCHIP.’’ Well there are 25 million 
children covered under Medicaid right 
now. There may well be another 5 or 6 
million children that are eligible for 
Medicaid that we need to work with on 
a bipartisan basis to get in Medicaid. 
But according to HHS, there are only 
800,000 eligible for SCHIP. Even accord-
ing to the CBO, there are only an addi-
tional maybe 1.3 million that would be 
eligible for SCHIP under the bill that 
the majority is putting on the floor. 

So I wish we wouldn’t postpone this 
veto. I wish we would go ahead and 
have the veto override tonight because 
we will sustain the veto. And then I 
wish my good friend JOHN DINGELL 
from Michigan and Mr. RANGEL from 
New York would work with Mr. 
MCCRERY and myself and other Mem-
bers to really come together on a bi-
partisan basis. 

I would like to point out that these 
negotiations that Mr. HOYER alluded to 
did, in fact, happen, but those negotia-
tions were not a conference. This bill is 
not the result of a conference com-
mittee between the House and the Sen-
ate. The bill before us is the result of 
some backroom negotiations and then 
an effort on an ad hoc basis of some of 
the senior Members of the majority in 
this House and some Members of the 
other body to work with some of our 
junior Members who had really no offi-
cial standing but did negotiate in good 
faith to come up with a compromise. 
And as Mr. GARRETT pointed out, the 
written proposal the Republicans put 
forward, I think, to this day has never 
been answered. Now, I could be wrong 
on that, but I don’t think it has ever 
been formally addressed. 

So I sat in on those negotiations for 
several days, and what we got was a lot 
of good feeling talk. But when it came 
time to put it on paper, the majority 
wouldn’t put it on paper. 

So let’s not postpone this override. 
Let’s vote down the motion to post-
pone, and let’s have the veto override 
tonight. And then in the next week or 
so if we are still in session, let’s really 
start a bipartisan process that is based 
on the formal processes of the House 
and the Senate. 

With that, I would yield back my 
time, Madam Speaker. 

b 2015 
Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, let’s remember why 
we’re here. Less than 2 weeks before 
Christmas, and we’re talking about 
whether or not 10 million children, the 
children of hardworking American 
families, when we know that the cost 
of health care has increased, we’re 
talking about whether or not 10 million 
children, 2 weeks before Christmas, 
will have access to health care. 

Madam Speaker, the bill we’re at-
tempting to override is a responsible 
bill. It does not increase the deficit in 
providing health care access to our 
children. It is completely paid for. 

Madam Speaker, this bill speaks for 
itself. Regardless of what’s been said 
by either side, read the bill, it speaks 
for itself. This is about children’s 
health care. And it’s only for children 
who are citizens, who are legally in 
this country. And it is for modest-in-
come Americans who are in this coun-
try. 

Madam Speaker, let some numbers 
speak for themselves: 43, 100, 10 mil-
lion. Forty-three, that is the number of 
our Republican colleagues who voted 
on a bipartisan basis to override Presi-
dent Bush’s veto of this children’s 
health care bill. One hundred, we have 
been in the process of talking to our 
Republican colleagues and trying to re-
solve our differences for over 100 days, 
as the gentlelady from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT) herself stated. Ten million, 
that’s the price. Ten million children 
in this country who will not have ac-
cess to health care if we don’t do any-
thing. They simply want to have the 
same access to health care, to a doctor, 
to a clinic or to a hospital the way the 
children of every Member of this Con-
gress has access to health care. 

No Member of Congress stands up and 
complains that, at taxpayer expense, 
we are making available to each and 
every one of us a health care policy 
which today and on Christmas Day will 
ensure that our children will be insured 
if something should happen and they 
need to go to a doctor or to a hospital. 
Is there any reason why hardworking 
Americans who just don’t earn enough 
money to pay for the full cost of that 
health insurance shouldn’t have the 
same access as each and every Member 
of Congress has for his and her children 
today? 

Madam Speaker, I hope we all keep 
our eye on the prize; 10 million chil-
dren, 10 million children who we’re try-
ing to make sure have access to health 
care. If Members of Congress can guar-
antee our children health care, then we 
should be prepared to guarantee that 
anyone who works in this country can 
provide health care to their children. 
That’s what this is about. 

We’re going to return to the people of 
this country the Congress that they 
feel they’ve lost. We said a while ago 
that this Congress would take a new di-
rection. That’s what we mean when we 
mean to override the President’s veto. 
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I urge my colleagues to vote today, 

to think about 10 million kids right be-
fore Christmas and say to the Presi-
dent, We will override your veto. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to postpone. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 
15-minute vote on the motion to post-
pone will be followed by a 5-minute 
vote on suspending the rules on H.R. 
3985. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 211, nays 
180, not voting 40, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1154] 

YEAS—211 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
Dingell 
Doggett 

Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Etheridge 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 

Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 

Rush 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—180 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nunes 

Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—40 

Bean 
Berry 
Boehner 
Carson 
Coble 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis, Tom 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Ferguson 

Fossella 
Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 
Kirk 
Lantos 
Lewis (CA) 
Matheson 
McCrery 
McDermott 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 

Neugebauer 
Paul 
Reynolds 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Shadegg 
Skelton 
Space 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Wynn 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining on this vote. 

b 2039 

Mr. EHLERS changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

OVER-THE-ROAD BUS TRANSPOR-
TATION ACCESSIBILITY ACT OF 
2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 3985, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3985. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 374, nays 0, 
not voting 57, as follows: 

[Roll No. 1155] 

YEAS—374 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Camp (MI) 

Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 

Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:17 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12DE7.151 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15392 December 12, 2007 
Hulshof 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—57 

Abercrombie 
Baker 
Berry 
Boehner 
Calvert 
Capps 
Carson 
Coble 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Ferguson 

Fossella 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Jindal 
Kirk 
Lantos 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Matheson 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 

Murtha 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Reynolds 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Solis 
Stark 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Wexler 
Wynn 

b 2047 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio changed her vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL HUNGER FEL-
LOWS PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4404(c)(2) of the Congres-
sional Hunger Fellows Act of 2002 (2 
U.S.C. 1161), and the order of the House 
of January 4, 2007, the Chair announces 
the Speaker’s appointment of the fol-
lowing member to the Board of Trust-
ees of the Congressional Hunger Fel-
lows Program for a term of 4 years: 

Mr. James P. McGovern, Worcester, 
Massachusetts 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOHN A. 
BOEHNER, Member of Congress: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, November 29, 2007. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker, U.S. Capitol, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: Pursuant to section 
4404(e)(2) of the Congressional Hunger Fel-
lows Act of 2002 (2 U.S.C. 1161) I am pleased 
to re-appoint the Honorable Jo Ann Emerson 
of Cape Girardeau, Missouri to the Board of 
Trustees of the Congressional Hunger Fel-
lows Program. 

Mrs. Emerson has expressed interest in 
serving in this capacity and I am pleased to 
fulfill her request. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN A. BOEHNER, 

Republican Leader. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

THE HOSTAGE OF BAGHDAD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, in the 
deserts of Iraq a war is going on 
against the enemies of America. In the 
heat and dust of the summer of 2005, a 
young American went to fight, not 
against al Qaeda, but for her own sur-
vival. She became the ‘‘Hostage of 
Baghdad,’’ held against her will by vil-

lains of the desert, thousands of miles 
away from home in Texas. This is her 
story. 

Madam Speaker, Jamie Leigh Jones 
was a 20-year-old woman who worked 
for Halliburton KBR. She was sent to 
Iraq as part of her employment. She 
was sent to Baghdad to a place, iron-
ically, called Camp Hope, in the sup-
posed Green Zone that was supposed to 
be safe. 

After being in Iraq only a few days, 
she said she was held against her will, 
drugged, gang-raped by Halliburton 
KBR firefighters, and the people in 
charge of her held her hostage in a ship 
cargo container for 24 hours without 
any food or water. She became an 
American hostage, held hostage by fel-
low Americans. 

She convinced one of the people 
guarding her to let her borrow his cell 
phone. After obtaining the cell phone, 
Jamie called her dad in Texas and 
pleaded for help and begged to be res-
cued. She was scared, she was hurt, she 
was half a world away from home, and 
she was alone. 

Jamie’s dad called me because I rep-
resent him in Congress. Her father re-
layed the tragic assault and crime, and 
of course needed immediate assistance. 
My staff and I were able to contact the 
right people in the United States State 
Department, and within 48 hours two 
agents from the embassy in Baghdad 
found and rescued Jamie, made sure 
she received appropriate medical atten-
tion, and brought her home. 

Jamie had been seen by Army doc-
tors in Baghdad and had been given, 
apparently, good medical care while 
being treated in Baghdad. A forensic 
sexual assault examination was per-
formed on her. This examination is 
commonly called a rape kit. Doctors 
take forensic samples from a sexual as-
sault victim and then they are pre-
served as evidence for trial in this rape 
kit. 

But, Madam Speaker, for some un-
known reason, the Army doctors 
turned this rape kit over to Jamie’s 
employer, Halliburton KBR. KBR then 
lost the rape kit. The rape kit was 
later found, but it had been tampered 
with. The photographs are now miss-
ing, and the Army doctor’s cover sheet 
with the medical findings are not 
there. These are critical for prosecu-
tion of the rapists. 

Madam Speaker, Jamie’s brutal inju-
ries were severe. She has had to have 
reconstructive surgery because of the 
extent of these injuries by these rapists 
in Iraq. Once she was home, we pres-
sured the State Department to find out 
who these villains of Baghdad were; 
where are they, and why haven’t they 
been prosecuted. After so much time, 
there is little progress on the inves-
tigation. We need to know also if KBR 
had knowledge of the crime and if they 
are involved to any extent. 

Jamie has decided to go public with 
her case. This case, like all such cases, 
remains confidential in our congres-
sional office. Congressional offices do 
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not divulge the content of personal 
case files like this because they are 
considered privileged communication 
and they are private. 

My tremendous case worker, Patti 
Chapman, worked with Jamie since her 
rescue and has helped her in this most 
tragic way, and helped her in a compas-
sionate way. Patti Chapman, like 
many congressional caseworkers, are 
angels to the people in our commu-
nities. Jamie has had the courage to 
publicly tell about this most personal 
crime against her. So my office and 
now Chairman CONYERS of the House 
Judiciary Committee have contacted 
the Attorney General and the State 
Department and we want answers 
about this case and the investigation. 

Specifically, what is going on over 
there in Iraq? American citizens have 
civil rights overseas as well. Crimes 
committed against them must be in-
vestigated. Criminals must be held ac-
countable. Our government has the 
legal and moral duty to capture these 
villains of Baghdad. Also, hundreds of 
American civilians like Jamie are in 
Iraq working in support of America’s 
military mission. When these Amer-
ican civilians become victims of crimes 
by other Americans, it is unclear who’s 
enforcing the law. Our government 
must clear up this confusion, because 
currently there seems to be an environ-
ment of lawlessness. These criminals 
must be held accountable. 

Madam Speaker, let me tell you 
about sexual assault. I was a former 
judge and saw these victims and their 
perpetrators in court, and these de-
mons that do these dastardly acts 
against victims don’t commit these 
crimes for sexual pleasure, but, Madam 
Speaker, they do it to destroy the 
inner soul of these victims. Jamie 
Leigh Jones survived and has been res-
cued, but the outlaws still roam the 
deserts of Iraq like the outlaws in the 
days of the Old West. We need justice. 
We need the law to intervene and round 
up these outlaws for their day in court. 
Let justice be swift, let it be severe, let 
it be serious, because justice is what 
we do in America. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

TRIBUTE TO SYLVIA PRESSLEY 
WOODS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to honor one of South Caro-
lina’s own, Sylvia Pressley Woods, af-
fectionately known as the ‘‘Queen of 
Soul Food.’’ In August of 1962, Sylvia 
put her charismatic personality to the 
test by purchasing a restaurant, which 
at the time was only a small luncheon-
ette, from her boss. 

Almost 50 years later, Sylvia’s, as 
she named it, has become a landmark 
at 126th Street and Lenox Avenue, and 
a place where everyone knows they can 
get a taste of authentic southern soul 

food cuisine. The restaurant also serves 
to remind the community’s residents 
that hard work, determination, and 
love of family can lead to success. 

Madam Speaker, Woods herself has a 
remarkable story that encapsulates 
much of the 20th century African- 
American history. She was born Sylvia 
Pressley on February 2, 1926, in Hem-
ingway, South Carolina, a small rural 
town which I proudly represent in this 
august body. On December 22, next 
week, many of her friends will gather 
at Sanders Point near Santee, South 
Carolina, to celebrate the holidays 
with Sylvia. Tonight, I am being joined 
by members of the New York delega-
tion in honoring a loving mother, an 
astute restaurateur, an enterprising 
businesswoman, and an outstanding 
South Carolinian, Mrs. Sylvia Pressley 
Woods. 

With that, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to yield to the dean of the New 
York delegation, the Honorable 
CHARLES RANGEL. 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, a spe-
cial thanks to JIM CLYBURN, our Whip 
and leader, for reaching back to pay 
tribute to an American that so often 
people forget what one can accomplish 
in this great country if they are willing 
to work hard. 

You know, Mr. CLYBURN, I knew the 
world famous owner of Sylvia’s when 
she was a waitress at a restaurant just 
one block away where she anchored her 
success, and she and her husband came 
together and went to South Carolina, 
two friends, in order to get the money 
necessary for her to start her own fu-
ture. Mr. Woods, and we just lost him a 
few years back, would be up at 3 and 4 
o’clock in the morning with that 
truck, going to the produce markets, 
picking the best vegetables, and then 
she would have her children and now 
her grandchildren, all a part of this 
wonderful family, and now that she’s 
reached a point that her products are 
sold in supermarkets and throughout 
the world and that she has acclaimed a 
great deal of attention from tourists 
all over the world as these tourist 
buses are lined up, it doesn’t surprise 
anybody to see Sylvia there asking 
these customers that she probably will 
never see again in life, How did you 
enjoy the meal and what can we do to 
help? 

So let me thank you on behalf of all 
of Harlemites, even Congressman 
GREGORY MEEKS from the borough of 
Queens, who has to admit that coming 
from Harlem means a special thing to 
us, because he was one of us before he 
lost his way. And so when I heard that 
you were doing this on behalf of Har-
lem, who cherishes the rise of Sylvia’s 
late husband, her children and her won-
derful grandchildren, who still bring 
people from all over the world into the 
village of Harlem, let me thank you, 
JIM CLYBURN, for reminding us that we 
have so many heroes and ‘‘sheroes’’ in 
our country, and they deserve what 
you’re doing for them in South Caro-
lina. I thank you. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to now yield to one who has 
lost his way and will refind it tonight, 
the Honorable GREGORY MEEKS from 
the Sixth District of New York. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Thank you, 
Mr. Whip, and I thank you also for 
bringing this recognition to Sylvia; be-
cause as a former Harlemite, I can re-
call going to Sylvia’s. It was a place 
that brought families together. I can 
recall my parents bringing me to Syl-
via’s to have a family dinner or having 
breakfast in the morning. And it 
united people and it made us proud be-
cause it did say just what the chairman 
said, talking about African Americans 
owning their own business and feeding 
the masses as she did. And it was af-
fordable. 

So it was a family place. And, for me, 
I can remember those breakfasts. 
Those grits and salmon cakes were just 
delicious and fantastic. As I am here 
now standing and looking, and we are 
talking about trade all over the world. 
You talk about reducing the trade def-
icit for the United States? Sylvia is 
helping to reduce the trade deficit as 
she now cans her food and sends it all 
across the world so they all can enjoy 
the delicious food. 

Thank you for honoring Sylvia 
Woods today because she is truly a 
shero, one that I can recall as a young 
child looking up to and saying that one 
day that we could be prosperous like 
her. Thank you for never forgetting her 
roots and where we come from, Mr. 
Whip. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Thank you, Mr. 
MEEKS. 

Let me close my 5 minutes, Madam 
Speaker, by reiterating something that 
I think all of us ought to think about. 
Sylvia Pressley Woods’ father died 
when she was 3 days old. He died from 
the effects of chemical weapons that he 
had encountered in World War I. Her 
grandfather was hanged when her 
mother was a little child. But all of 
that experience helped to toughen her 
and make her the outstanding entre-
preneur that she is today. On February 
2, she turns 82 years old, but she gets 
up every morning and still goes to that 
restaurant. She is a great woman. 

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, Sylvia’s Res-
taurant of Harlem is known as one of this 
country’s greatest restaurants which has a se-
lection of mouth-watering dishes that each 
time will leave you wanting more. This is one 
of the best-known restaurants in New York 
and serves its patrons good southern cooking 
with a dash of Sylvia’s secret seasoning. 

Sylvia Woods worked at Johnson’s Lunch-
eonette as a waitress. Her opportunity came 
when the owner offered to sell her the busi-
ness. She purchased the original luncheonette 
by borrowing $20,000 from her mother who 
had to mortgage her farm in Hemingway, SC. 

The establishment, which consists of not 
only the restaurant but catering and banquet 
facilities, was started in July of 1962. back 
then the menu consisted of very simple things; 
pigtails, lima beans, hamhocks, and neck 
bones. There was only one cook on staff and 
they picked their food up in the trunk of a car. 
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In 1981, they bought an adjoining building 

on Lenox Avenue, renovated it and turned it 
into a dining room. In 1992, Sylvia’s son, Van 
Woods, launched a line of Sylvia’s Soul Food 
Proucts. The line consists of Sylvia’s world fa-
mous all-purpose sauces, pre-seasoned vege-
tables, spices, syrup, cornbread, pancake 
mixes, and several other items that can be 
found on the shelves at any grocery store. 

With the help of some great investors, Syl-
via’s was able to open its second restaurant in 
Atlanta, Georgia in 1997. Sylvia’s of Atlanta is 
located right across from City Hall. Plans are 
in the works to open additional Sylvia’s res-
taurants in Texas, Kansas, Illinois, California, 
South Carolina, and Paris, France. 

This well-known restaurant attracts a clien-
tele that ranges from harlem locals to visiting 
celebrities including President Bill Clinton, Nel-
son Mandela, and Magic Johnson. 

However, Sylvia’s success is not based 
solely on her restaurants and food product 
line. Recently, the family launched a line of 
beauty products for hair and skin. Sylvia’s 
beauty products consist of two brands: Syl-
via’s Beauty and Soul Products; and African 
Vision Products. 

Sylvia and her husband Herbert will tell you 
the secret of their success is love, family and 
hard work, love of God, love of family, love of 
friends, customers, and love of work. 

Sylvia and Herbert met in a bean field when 
they were 11 and 12 years old, respectively. 
They attended the same school and church 
and have now been married for nearly 65 
years. 

I would like to honor Sylvia’s Soul Food 
Restaurant where I have eaten on many occa-
sions and where I plan to eat again. 

f 

b 2100 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

THANKING MR. BEN SOLOMON FOR 
HIS SERVICE TO THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LAHOOD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of a grateful House to 
say farewell to Ben Solomon. Ben is 
the manager of the Longworth conven-
ience store, and we want to thank him 
for his 4 years of outstanding service to 
the United States House of Representa-
tives. 

Employed for over 19 years by Guest 
Services, Incorporated, Ben’s assign-
ment to run the Longworth conven-
ience store began on December 15, 2003. 
Since that time, he has endeared him-
self to Members, House staff, and visi-
tors. 

Ben has been nicknamed Mr. Mayor 
of Longworth Main Street because of 
his unwavering commitment to serve 
the needs of every customer to the full-

est extent possible no matter who they 
are or their political affiliation. To 
Ben, all politics was local. He always 
greeted every customer warmly with 
his ever present smile and a kind word. 
Most of the 1,000 or so customers who 
pass through the store daily are greet-
ed by name. His positive outlook never 
fails to make even strangers feel wel-
come. 

Ben can be proud of the level of serv-
ice he provided to his customers each 
and every day. He viewed his work as a 
sacred duty, and felt no job was too 
small for him to do. He could be seen in 
the hallway working alongside his em-
ployees unpacking boxes of merchan-
dise. At the same time, Ben would take 
the time to pause and say hello to any 
number of many familiar customers as 
they passed by the store. Ben brought a 
unique brand of sincerity and dedica-
tion to his job every single day. It is 
marvelous to look at each nook and 
cranny of the store shelves at the 
many unique and interesting things 
Ben would stock because one of his cus-
tomers asked for it at an earlier visit. 

On behalf of the entire House com-
munity, we bid a fond farewell to our 
friend, Ben Solomon, and extend our 
deepest appreciation for his dedication 
and outstanding contributions to the 
House of Representatives. We wish him 
well. We wish him success in his future 
endeavors. He will sincerely be missed 
by all. 

We are also grateful to all those who 
serve in this great House, service to 
many of us in so many different ways, 
and especially honor Ben this evening. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the subject 
matter of Mr. CLYBURN’s Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. ALLEN addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCCOTTER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

LEE’S SUMMIT WEST HIGH 
SCHOOL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLEAVER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Madam Speaker, nor-
mally we come to this floor to debate, 
and quite often in our Special Orders 
we have the opportunity to speak in 
positive tones about positive things 
that are going on in our district or in 
our Nation. 

I am very proud to represent Mis-
souri’s Fifth Congressional District. It 
is the district that encompasses Inde-
pendence, Missouri, and the home of 
Harry Truman. In this Fifth District, I 
am proud that the fastest growing city 
in the State of Missouri is not the two 
largest cities, Kansas City being the 
largest, St. Louis being the second 
largest, but it is a city that many peo-
ple have not even heard of. It is called 
Lee’s Summit. 

Lee’s Summit, Missouri is exploding 
with growth. Its mayor, Karen 
Messerli, is doing a fantastic job. The 
downtown area is being redeveloped. 
But what I want to zero in on this 
evening is Lee’s Summit West High 
School. 

Madam Speaker, this high school has 
achieved something that I don’t believe 
can be matched by any other congres-
sional district. So far this year, from 
September to December, they have won 
three State 4A championships. The 
girls volleyball team won the State 
championship coached by Mark Rice. 
The girls cross country won the 4A 
State championship coached by Dave 
Denny. And then, just recently the Ti-
tans football team coached by Royce 
Boehm won the 4A Missouri State 
championship and went through the 
entire season undefeated. 

I was listening to Judge Poe earlier 
talk about some tragedies in Iraq. And 
I sat here, and it caused me to tremble 
to think about what that young woman 
must have gone through; and it also 
caused me to renew my commitment to 
focus on the positive attributes of our 
young people. If you visit Lee’s Sum-
mit High School, which has been in ex-
istence only 4 years, 4 years, and it has 
already become one of the most promi-
nent schools in the State of Missouri, 
not just for athletics, but because this 
school is well organized. Their popu-
lation, 1,300 students, is constantly 
growing. The principal of that school, 
Cindy Bateman, is doing a fabulous job. 
They are achieving academically. And 
I am so proud to be able to stand on 
this floor tonight and speak without 
qualification about how fabulously this 
school is performing. 

Most of the time, girls’ athletics are 
ignored. And so in the Missouri 4A 
volleyball championship, probably 
there are people even around in Lee’s 
Summit who are unaware of the fact 
that that State championship has been 
won. The cross country club normally 
would be ignored, but they have 
achieved something positive. They 
brought some positive attention to 
that school. 

And so, on this night, I would not 
only like to lift them up and express 
how proud I am to represent that par-
ticular area, but I would also encour-
age any Member of the United States 
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Congress who serves a district where a 
school has won three State champion-
ships thus far this year to let me know 
it, and I will give them a huge box of 
Gates barbecue. Kansas City, of course, 
is the barbecue capital of the galaxy, 
and I will gladly bring that barbecue in 
from Gates Barbecue in Kansas City. 
But I am not even worried, because I 
am absolutely certain that there is no 
school in the United States that has 
won three State championships in 4 
months. 

I know that there are other people 
who are proud of their districts, and I 
am pleased that they are proud of their 
district, they are proud of their 
schools. And some people stand up and 
brag about their districts, and some 
people are actually telling the truth. 
But I want to go on record tonight as 
saying that the entire country can be 
proud of what has happened in this 
community, because the entire com-
munity has rallied to build this mag-
nificent physical structure that is the 
school, and I appreciate very much the 
opportunity to share this with the Con-
gress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 

hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

COMMITTEE ADJUSTMENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, under sec-
tion 310 of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent 
Resolution on the Budget for fiscal year 2008, 
I hereby submit for printing in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD a revision to the budget allo-
cations and aggregates for certain House 
committees for fiscal year 2008 and the period 
of 2008 through 2012. This revision represents 
an adjustment to certain House committee 
budget allocation and aggregates for the pur-
poses of sections 302 and 311 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended, 
and in response to H.R. 4299 (Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 
2007), which was made in order by the Com-
mittee on Rules. Corresponding tables are at-
tached. 

Under section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21, this 
adjustment to the budget allocations and ag-
gregates applies while the measure is under 
consideration. The adjustments will take effect 
upon enactment of the measure. For purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended, a revised allocation made under 
section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21 is to be con-
sidered as an allocation included in the resolu-
tion. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES 
[Fiscal Years, in millions of dollars] 

2007 2008 2008–2012 Total 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

House Committee 
Current allocation: 

Financial Services ............................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Change in the Terrorism Risk Insurance Program Reauthorization Act (H.R. 4299): 

Financial Services ............................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 300 300 4,200 4,200 
Revised allocation: 

Financial Services ............................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 300 300 4,200 4,200 

BUDGET AGGREGATES 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal years 

2007 20081 2008–2012 

Current Aggregates:2 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,350,996 3 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,353,954 3 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,015,841 11,137,671 

Change in the Ter-
rorism Risk Insur-
ance Program Reau-
thorization Act (H.R. 
4299): 

Budget Authority 0 300 3 
Outlays ................ 0 300 3 
Revenues ............. 0 0 4,400 

Revised Aggregates: 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,351,296 3 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,354,254 3 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,015,841 11,142,071 

1 Pending action by the House Appropriations Committee on spending cov-
ered by section 207(d)(1)(E) (overseas deployments and related activities), 
resolution assumptions are not included in the current aggregates. 

2 Excludes emergency amounts exempt from enforcement in the budget 
resolution. 

3 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 

Madam Speaker, also under section 302 of 
S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on 

the Budget for fiscal year 2008, I hereby sub-
mit for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
a revision to the budget allocations and aggre-
gates for certain House committees for fiscal 
year 2008 and the period of 2008 through 
2012. This revision represents an adjustment 
to certain House committee budget allocation 
and aggregates for the purposes of sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended, and in response to the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 1585 
(National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2008). Corresponding tables are at-
tached. 

Under section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21, this 
adjustment to the budget allocations and ag-
gregates applies while the measure is under 
consideration. The adjustments will take effect 
upon enactment of the measure. For purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended, a revised allocation made under 
section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21 is to be con-
sidered as an allocation included in the resolu-
tion. 

BUDGET AGGREGATES 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 
2007 

Fiscal year 
2008 1 

Fiscal years 
2008–2012 

Current Aggregates: 2 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,350,996 (3) 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,353,954 (3) 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,015,841 11,137,671 

Change in the National 
Defense Authoriza-
tion Act (H.R. 1585): 

Budget Authority 0 ¥15 (3) 
Outlays ................ 0 ¥112 (3) 
Revenues ............. 0 2 ¥13 

Revised Aggregates: 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,350,981 (3) 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,353,842 (3) 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,015,843 11,137,658 

1 Pending action by the House Appropriations Committee on spending cov-
ered by section 207(d)(1)(E) (overseas deployments and related activities), 
resolution assumptions are not included in the current aggregates. 

2 Excludes emergency amounts exempt from enforcement in the budget 
resolution. 

3 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES 

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

2007 2008 2008–2012 Total 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

House Committee: 
Current allocation: 

Armed Services .................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 ¥50 ¥50 ¥410 ¥410 
Change in the National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 1585): 

Armed Services .................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 ¥15 ¥112 258 ¥22 
Revised allocation: 

Armed Services .................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 ¥65 ¥162 ¥152 ¥432 

Madam Speaker, also under section 303(b) 
of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget for fiscal year 2008, I hereby 
submit for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD a revision to the budget allocations 
and aggregates for certain House committees 
for fiscal year 2008 and the period of 2008 
through 2012. This revision represents an ad-
justment to certain House committee budget 
allocation and aggregates for the purposes of 
sections 302 and 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, and in re-
sponse to H.R. 4351 (AMT Relief Act of 
2007), which was made in order by the Com-
mittee on Rules. Corresponding tables are at-
tached. 

Under section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21, this 
adjustment to the budget allocations and ag-

gregates applies while the measure is under 
consideration. The adjustments will take effect 
upon enactment of the measure. For purposes 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended, a revised allocation made under 
section 211 of S. Con. Res. 21 is to be con-
sidered as an allocation included in the resolu-
tion. 

BUDGET AGGREGATES 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 
2007 

Fiscal year 
2008 1 

Fiscal years 
2008–2012 

Current Aggregates:2 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,350,996 (3) 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,353,954 (3) 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,015,841 11,137,671 

BUDGET AGGREGATES—Continued 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 
2007 

Fiscal year 
2008 1 

Fiscal years 
2008–2012 

Change in the Alter-
native Minimum Tax 
Relief Act (H.R. 
4351): 

Budget Authority 0 65 (3) 
Outlays ................ 0 65 (3) 
Revenues ............. 0 ¥14,951 2,914 

Revised Aggregates: 
Budget Authority 2,250,680 2,351,061 (3) 
Outlays ................ 2,263,759 2,354,019 (3) 
Revenues ............. 1,900,340 2,000,890 11,140,585 

1 Pending action by the House Appropriations Committee on spending cov-
ered by section 207(d)(1)(E) (overseas deployments and related activities), 
resolution assumptions are not included in the current aggregates. 

2 Excludes emergency amounts exempt from enforcement in the budget 
resolution. 

3 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES 
[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

2007 2008 2008–2012 Total 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

House Committee: 
Current allocation: 

Ways and Means ............................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 532 532 37 37 
Change in the Alternative Minimum Tax Relief Act (H.R. 4351): 

Ways and Means ............................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 65 65 2,891 2,891 
Revised allocation: 

Ways and Means ............................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 597 597 2,928 2,928 

b 2115 

SUPPORT FOR THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF KOSOVO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ENGEL. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to once again express my support 
for the independence of Kosovo, which 
is a nation in the Balkans, 90 percent 
ethnic Albanian country that has 
struggled a great deal and is now on 
the verge of independence. 

I would like to put a little history in 
perspective. The former Yugoslavia has 
broken up, and much of the compo-
nents of the former Yugoslavia have 
become independent nations. I have 
long argued that so, too, the people of 
Kosovo deserve to be an independent 
country. 

There have recently been negotia-
tions in which the United States and 
Russia and the European Union, called 
the Troika, have taken part, negotia-
tions between Serbia and the Kosovar 
Albanians. And just 2 days ago, on De-
cember 10, after 120 days of negotia-
tions, it has been found that no agree-
ment could be reached. So now the 
question remains that, since no agree-
ment was reached, what should hap-
pen? 

I say that Kosovo should very soon 
declare its independence, and that the 

United States and the European Union 
and other freedom-loving countries 
should recognize the new nation of 
Kosovo. There is a plan called the 
Atasari plan which was put together by 
the Scandinavian diplomat that has 
been blocked in the United Nations be-
cause of Russian threats and intran-
sigence. The Atasari plan, which grants 
supervised independence to Kosovo, 
should be immediately implemented. 

And when the people of Kosovo de-
clare their independence, that Attasari 
plan should be implemented again with 
the European Union and the United 
States recognizing the newly formed 
nation. 

This should come soon after the first 
of the year, perhaps a few weeks or 
months into the new year, and I intend 
to be in Pristina, the capital of Kosovo, 
when independence is finally declared 
and accepted. 

I rise because I think that the United 
States plays a very vital role and does 
play and has played a very vital role, 
and the people of Kosovo trust the 
United States to be there and be their 
friends. I want to say to the people of 
Kosovo that the United States has al-
ways been your friend and will con-
tinue to be your friend. 

The long and troubled history of the 
Balkans we all know; wars started 
there, world wars started there, and I 

think perhaps a little history to where 
we got to where we are now. 

In 1999, basically every Kosovar Alba-
nian, 2 million were driven out by the 
then-dictator of Serbia, Slobodan 
Milosevic, and the United States came 
to the rescue and bombed and helped 
prevent ethnic cleansing in the area. 
So when the Kosovar Albanians came 
back, they found that virtually every 
one of their homes were burned, some 
to the ground and beyond recognition. 

The country has been building itself 
up since then, but only independence 
can get the country on the right track. 
Since that time, the United Nations 
and the UNMIK forces of the United 
Nations have been governing Kosovo 
sort of as an international governance. 
But the time for that is over. The peo-
ple of Kosovo need to know that there 
is a future and they need to know that 
they, like other peoples in the world, 
can lead their own nation to freedom 
and democracy. 

So, again, I rise here to once again 
offer my support for the people of 
Kosovo, for the independence of 
Kosovo, to tell them that the United 
States will stand behind them, and I 
hope that shortly after the first of the 
year again the U.S. will be among the 
first countries to recognize the new 
independent nation of Kosovo. They 
are going to need our help and we will 
continue to give it to them. 
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VACATING 5 MINUTE SPECIAL 

ORDER SPEECH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas). Without objec-
tion, the 5 minute Special Order of the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
MCCOTTER) is vacated. 

There was no objection. 
f 

LET IT BLEED: RESTORING THE 
REPUBLICAN PARTY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Madam Speaker, as 
my Republican Party completes its 
first year in the minority since 1994, we 
find ourselves held in historically low 
regard by the sovereign American peo-
ple. 

To end this trend, Republicans must 
accurately assess our party’s past and 
present failings; and its future pros-
pects of again providing Americans a 
meaningful choice between the major 
parties. This remain, after all, a par-
ty’s duty to the citizenry. 

For my GOP to fulfill it, first we 
must bury our ideological dead. Safely 
on this side of the cleansing mists of 
memory, it is chic to eulogize the late 
Republican majority. From the chat-
tering class few insights emerge, for in 
the aftermath, only poetry is an apt 
epitaph. 

‘‘The world is too much with us; late 
and soon; getting and spending we lay 
waste our powers; little we see in na-
ture that is ours. We have given our 
hearts away. A sordid boon.’’ 

Such was the Republican bathos: A 
transformational majority sinned and 
slipped into a transactional 
‘‘cashocracy.’’ Promises, policies, prin-
ciples, all bartered, even honor. The 
majority now is of the ages. May it rest 
in peace. And be redeemed. 

Once, George Santayana cautioned: 
‘‘Those who do not learn the lessons of 
history are condemned to repeat 
them.’’ If our current Republican mi-
nority guilefully refutes or gutlessly 
refuses to admit, accept and atone for 
the bitter fruits of its lapsed majority, 
it will continue to decline in the eyes 
of the American electorate. Thus, for 
the sake of our Nation in this time of 
transformation, we must fully and 
frankly examine and understand the 
cardinal causes of the Republican ma-
jority’s recent demise, and, sadder but 
wiser, commence our Republican mi-
nority’s restoration as a trans-
formation political movement serving 
the sovereign citizens of our free repub-
lic. 

To begin, we must retrace our steps 
down a broken alley of broken hopes to 
glean the essence of our party’s headier 
times, big hits and fazed cookies. 

Though many of its legislative lead-
ers may moot the point, two Presidents 
caused the 1994 Republican revolution: 
Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton. 

The members of 1995’s new Repub-
lican majority were Ronald Reagan’s 
political children. From President 
Reagan, Republican congressional rev-
olutionaries inherited a philosophy of 
politics as the art of the possible: Co-
gently expressed by conservative intel-
lectuals ranging from Edmund Burke 
to Russell Kirk, this philosophy’s cen-
tral tenet held: 

Men and women are transcendent 
children of God endowed by their Cre-
ator with inalienable rights. 

Government was instituted to defend 
citizens’ inalienable rights and facili-
tate citizens’ pursuit of the good and of 
true happiness. 

Over the generations, Divine Provi-
dence has established and revealed 
through tradition prescriptive rights 
and custom within communities how 
order, justice, and freedom, each essen-
tial, coequal and mutually reinforcing, 
are best arranged and nurtured for hu-
manity to pursue the good and true 
happiness. 

Finally, human happiness is endan-
gered by every political ideology, for 
each is premised upon abstract ideas; 
each claims a superior insight into 
human nature not revealed through 
historical experience; each proffers a 
secular utopia unobtainable by an im-
perfect humanity; and, each demands 
an omnipotent, centralized government 
to forcefully impose its vision upon an 
‘‘unenlightened’’ and unwilling popu-
lation. 

This is the political philosophy and 
resulting public policies a once-impov-
erished youth from Dixon, Illinois, 
Ronald Reagan, engagingly articulated 
to America throughout his Presidency 
in the 1980s. By 1994, the American peo-
ple who have taken Ronald Reagan at 
Russell Kirk’s word that ‘‘conserv-
atism is the negation of ideology,’’ and 
remembering its beneficent impact 
upon their daily lives, yearned for its 
return. For self-described congres-
sional Republican revolutionaries, this 
formed fertile electoral ground, one 
shaped as well, it must be admitted, by 
a host of unheralded and immensely 
talented GOP redistricting attorneys. 
But like all revolutions, the peace re-
quired a villain. 

Enter Bill Clinton. 
Exuberant at having defeated an in-

cumbent President George H.W. Bush, 
Clinton mistook a mandate against his 
predecessor as a mandate for his own 
craftily concealed liberalism. In his 
first 2 years in the Oval Office, this 
mistake led Clinton to overreach on 
‘‘kitchen table’’ issues, such as raising 
taxes and socializing medicine. 

Daily, the four-decade old Demo-
cratic congressional majority abetted 
Clinton’s radical policies, and across 
the political spectrum, voters seethed. 

Congressional Republicans bided 
their time, planned their revolution 
and seized their moment. Led by their 
spellbinding and abrasive guru from 
Georgia, congressional Republicans un-
veiled their ‘‘Contract With America’’ 
to much popular, if not pundit, ac-
claim. 

Though much mythologized, if it is 
to prove instructive for the present Re-
publican minority, this contract can 
and must be placed in its proper per-
spective. A musical analogy is most 
elucidating. 

When a reporter once praised the 
Beatles for producing rock’s first con-
cept album, Sergeant Pepper’s Lonely 
Heart’s Club Band, John Lennon curtly 
corrected him: ‘‘It was a concept album 
because we said it was.’’ Lennon’s 
point was this: Yes, the Beatles had 
originally set out to produce a concept 
album, but early in their sessions the 
band dropped any conceits to creating 
a ‘‘concept album’’ and recorded what-
ever songs were on hand. Recognizing 
their failure, the Beatles tacked on a 
final song, Sergeant Pepper’s Lonely 
Heart’s Club Band (Reprise), to engen-
der the illusion they had, after all, cre-
ated a concept album. Importantly, 
when the band later tried to produce a 
true ‘‘concept album’’ and accom-
panying film, Magical Mystery Tour, 
the lackluster result was one of the 
Beatles’ few failed artistic ventures. 

Similarly, congressional Repub-
licans’ ‘‘Contract with America’’ was a 
collection of specific policy proposals 
and concrete grievances against the in-
cumbent Democratic President and his 
legislative allies. It possessed merely 
an implicit philosophy, one obviously 
harkening back to Reagan. Even less 
than Sergeant Pepper, the individual 
tracks of which have mostly stood the 
test of time, today many of the Con-
tract’s specific proposals sound dated. 
But like Sergeant Pepper, what en-
dures about the contract is the fact 
that it was marketed as a revolu-
tionary concept in governance. Of 
course, it is not. The contract was a 
suitable period piece which served its 
purpose—the election of congressional 
Republicans in sufficient numbers to 
attain our party’s first majority in 40 
years. Nevertheless the contract’s lack 
of a clearly enunciated political philos-
ophy sowed the seeds of the subsequent 
Republican devolution. 

Therefore, if the current Republican 
minority buys into the myth and 
makes the contract the basis of a de-
rivative ‘‘concept’’ agenda, the GOP 
will be condemned to another 40-year 
Magical Mystery Tour through the po-
litical wilderness. 

This is not to say the members of 
1995’s new Republican majority lacked 
a political philosophy or immutable 
principles. Quite the contrary: These 
Members were steeped in the Reagan 
tradition. But after an initial rush of 
laudable accomplishments, the Mem-
bers found themselves trapped by the 
contract’s inherent pragmatism and 
particularity. Absent a philosophical 
anchor in the contract, Members drift-
ed into the grind of governance, which 
distorted Reagan’s philosophical prin-
ciples for public policy into nonbinding 
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precedents for political popularity. Ex-
acerbating this process, the new major-
ity’s leaders, exuberant at having de-
feated an incumbent Democratic con-
gressional majority, mistook a man-
date against their predecessors as a 
mandate for their own finitely posited 
conservatism. In its first 2 years in 
control of the House, this led the ma-
jority’s leaders to erroneously conclude 
it could govern as a parliament rather 
than as a congressional equivalent in 
power to the executive branch; and 
they over-reached on key issues, most 
notably in the shutdown of the United 
States Government over the issue of 
spending. Artfully framed by President 
Clinton with sufficient plausibility as 
an irresponsible Republican ideological 
attack on good government, this mo-
ment marked the beginning of the Re-
publican majority’s end. In point of 
fact, from the government shutdown to 
the present, the House GOP conference 
has never had as many Members as it 
did in 1995. 

Some persist in too facilely dis-
missing this Republican debacle as 
being due to Clinton’s superior mes-
saging of the issue from his bully pul-
pit. This analysis is errant. The reason 
Clinton succeeded is the kernel of 
truth he wielded on this issue: House 
Republican leaders had stopped gov-
erning prudently in accordance with 
Reagan’s political philosophy of poli-
tics being the art of the possible and, 
instead, started acting belligerently in 
an ideological manner against the 
public’s interest. It is not an accident 
this battle fundamentally affected 
Clinton’s thinking and spurred his re-
invention from a liberal ideologue into 
a pragmatic problem-solver and pro-
ponent of ‘‘good government.’’ Unfortu-
nately, Clinton’s publicly applauded 
posturing as a centrist incensed the 
Republican majority and accelerated 
their efforts to differentiate them-
selves from an unprincipled President 
by being increasingly ideological, 
which they confuted with being prin-
cipled. 

As this ideological fever progressed 
through 1996, too late did the new ma-
jority’s members intuit the political 
cost to candidates considered 
‘‘ideologues.’’ The Republicans’ major-
ity did survive the partisan carnage of 
Clinton’s overwhelming 1996 reelection, 
but the cycle’s cumulative effect was 
lasting and damning. Without gawking 
at the gruesome minutia of each ensu-
ing GOP ideological purge and internal 
coup instigated by this election, we can 
note it spawned the unseemly political 
perversion of the House Republicans’ 
transformational majority into a 
transactional ‘‘cashocracy.’’ 

Hubristically deemed by its leading 
denizens as a ‘‘permanent majority,’’ 
the GOP ‘‘cashocracy’’ was a beggars’ 
banquet at taxpayers’ expense. The 
cashocracy’s sole goal was its own per-
petuation; and its cashocrats and high 
priests of money-theism myopically 
chased the same through pragmatic 
corporatism and political machina-
tions. 

Obviously, the cashocracy’s cardinal 
vice was its conviction to survive for 
its own sake. Curiously, this was not 
the height of arrogance; it was the 
height of insecurity. Aware it stood for 
nothing but election, the cashocracy 
knew anything could topple it. This 
fear cancerously compelled the poll- 
driven cashocrats to grope for ephem-
eral popularity by abandoning immu-
table principles. Materialistic to their 
core and devoid of empathy, the 
cashocrats routinely ignored the cen-
trality to governmental policies of 
transcendent human beings. 

This cashocracy’s first cardinal error 
facilitated its second: Pragmatic 
corporatism. Ensconced in insular 
power, the cashocrats lived the lives of 
the rich and famous, despite their mid-
dling personal means, due to their new-
found friends in the corporate and lob-
bying community. Cut off from Main 
Street, these cashocrats embraced K 
Street. The desire was mutual, and the 
corporatists’ influence grew gradually 
but ineluctably. Closed within a cor-
poratist echo chamber, the cashocrats 
became deadened to the tribulations 
and aspirations of real Americans, and 
came to measure the ‘‘success’’ of its 
pragmatic policies by their reception 
on K Street. Reams of measures spewed 
forth prioritizing the interests of mul-
tinational corporations over the needs 
of middle-class Americans. 

b 2130 

In fairness, even without the 
Cashocrats’ incessant inducements, 
blandishments and bullying, the major-
ity of GOP members truly did feel they 
were promoting the interests of their 
constituents. This belief was insid-
iously sustained by the Cashocrats 
grafting their pragmatic corporatism 
onto the philosophy of economic deter-
minism. It was not an unforeseeable 
development. Akin to their conserv-
ative brethren who after the fall of the 
Soviet Union proclaimed the ‘‘End of 
History,’’ House Republicans convinced 
themselves the ideology of democratic 
capitalism was an unstoppable deter-
ministic force predestined to conquer 
the world; and on their part, they 
viewed their job as hastening its tri-
umph and preparing Americans to cope 
with its consequences. Combined with 
the Cashocracy’s insatiable need of cor-
porate contributions for its sustenance, 
this adherence to ideological demo-
cratic capitalism reveals how the Re-
publican House majority helped Presi-
dent Clinton (whom they had unknow-
ingly come to emulate and likely 
loathe ever more because of it) grant 
the permanent normalization of trade 
relations to Communist China. With 
the enactment of this legislation, the 
Cashocracy reached its political zenith 
and moral nadir, for it did not shape 
globalization to suit Americans’ inter-
ests; it had shaped Americans’ inter-
ests to suit globalization. 

The handsome rewards for such ‘‘cou-
rageous’’ legislation fueled the 
Cashocracy’s third vice, avarice. The 

process was both seductive and simple, 
especially in a materialistic town for-
saking the qualitative measurement of 
virtue for the quantitative measure-
ment of money. While this temptation 
is to be expected in a city where politi-
cians ‘‘prove’’ their moral superiority 
by spending other people’s money, it 
was equally to be expected Republicans 
would collectively resist it. 

They didn’t. 

Earmarks, which began as a cost-sav-
ing reform to prevent Federal bureau-
crats from controlling and wasting tax-
payers’ money in contravention of ex-
press Congressional intent, spiraled out 
of control once the Cashocrats and 
their K-Street cronies realized the 
process could be manipulated to direct 
any appropriation, however 
undeserving, to any client, however 
questionable. In turn, political con-
tributions materialized from the re-
cipients of these earmarks for the 
Members on both sides of the aisle who 
dropped them into legislation, often-
times without the knowledge of or the 
appropriate review by their peers. The 
passage of policy bills, too, increas-
ingly mirrored the earmark process, as 
special interest provisions were slipped 
into the dimmer recesses of bills in the 
dead of night. The outcome of this fis-
cal chicanery was an escalation of the 
K-Street contributions the Cashocracy 
required to attain its aim of perpet-
uating itself in power; and of the ille-
gal perks required to sate the more 
venal tastes of some morally chal-
lenged members who are now paying 
their debts to society. 

Cumulatively, in addition to ren-
dering it morally bankrupt, these three 
vices left the Cashocracy intellectually 
impotent. Tellingly, within this less 
than subtle and manifestly sinister 
system of earmarks and contributions, 
the Cashocrats greased the skids for 
their legislative ‘‘favors’’ by relegating 
the majority’s younger Members to 
voting rather than legislating; ignoring 
these Members’ qualitative virtues, 
ideals and talents; measuring these 
Members by the quantitative standard 
of how much money they raised; and, 
thereby, condemning these Members to 
the status of highly paid tele-
marketers. Having squandered this in-
fusion of youthful energy and insight, 
the Cashocrats hailed the election of 
Republican President George W. Bush 
and handed him the Nation’s legisla-
tive agenda. 

At first, the Cashocrats’ subordina-
tion of their separate, equal branch of 
government to the executive branch 
bore dividends. But by 2006, when the 
failures of the Iraq war’s reconstruc-
tion policy and Hurricane Katrina’s 
emergency relief torpedoed Bush’s pop-
ularity, the latent danger to the 
Cashocrats of hitching their SUVs to 
the fortunes of a President was evi-
dent. Precluded from tying its vicari-
ous popularity to Bush’s coat tails, the 
Cashocracy teetered beneath the gale 
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force invective of the Democrats’ cam-
paign mantra the Congressional Repub-
lican majority was a ‘‘culture of cor-
ruption’’ slothfully fully content to 
rubber stamp the failed policies of an 
unpopular President. Panic stricken, 
the politically tone-deaf Cashocrats 
urged GOP members to tout America’s 
‘‘robust economy’’ and attack Demo-
crats on national security issues. The 
innately materialist economic argu-
ment was doomed to fail because the 
‘‘robust’’ economy was not to be found 
in regions like the Northeast and Mid-
west. The latter argument proved un-
convincing to an electorate convinced 
Iraq and New Orleans were GOP na-
tional security fiascoes. And, finally, 
nothing could persuade an outraged 
electorate to return a Republican ma-
jority which, in the interests of perpet-
uating itself in power, failed to protect 
House pages from predatory Members 
of Congress. 

By election day the public had con-
cluded the Republican majority cared 
more about corporations than Ameri-
cans; and when the tsunami hit, the 
Cashocracy crumbled down upon many 
now former GOP members who became 
the last, blameless victims of its stolid 
cupidity. 

In hindsight, the Cashocracy would 
best have heeded President Theodore 
Roosevelt’s warning: ‘‘The things that 
will destroy America are prosperity at 
any price, peace at any price, safety 
first instead of duty first, the love of 
soft living, and the get rich quick the-
ory of life.’’ 

Straggling back to Washington for 
the Republican revolution’s death 
vigil, the 2006 election’s surviving GOP 
members bid anguished goodbyes to de-
feated friends and struggled to make 
sense of it all. Dazed and confused, 
some Members managed to grasp the 
reality of their newly minted minority, 
while some still grapple with it. Out of 
this former group, a distinct vision has 
emerged concerning how House Repub-
licans can revitalize and redeem them-
selves in the estimation of their fellow 
Americans. 

‘‘Restoration Republicans’’ are best 
considered Reagan’s grandchildren. 
Like their Reagan-Democratic parents, 
Restoration Republicans were at-
tracted to our party by the intellec-
tual, cultural, and moral components 
and proven practical benefits of philo-
sophical conservatism. Transcending 
talking points and political cant, these 
Restoration Republicans are devoted to 
restoring the human soul’s centrality 
to public policy decisions; and focusing 
these policies on preserving and perpet-
uating the permanent things of our 
evanescent earthly existence which 
surpass all politics in importance. 

The enduring ideals of Restoration 
Republicans are succinctly enumerated 
by Russell Kirk in his book, The Poli-
tics of Prudence: 

One, conservatives believe that there 
exists an enduring moral order. Two, 
conservatives adhere to custom, con-
vention and continuity. Three, con-

servatives believe in what may be 
called the principle of prescription, 
that is, of things established by imme-
morial usage. Four, conservatives are 
guided by the principle of prudence. 
Five, conservatives pay attention to 
the principle of variety. Six, conserv-
atives are chastened by their principle 
of imperfectability. Seven, conserv-
atives are persuaded that freedom and 
property are closely linked. Eight, con-
servatives uphold voluntary commu-
nity, quite as they oppose involun-
tarily collectivism. Nine, the conserv-
ative perceives the need for prudent re-
straints upon power and upon human 
passion. And finally, 10, the thinking 
conservative understands that perma-
nence and change must be recognized 
and reconciled in a vigorous society. 

Given how the Cashocracy repeatedly 
violated these principles during its de-
scent into oblivion, and how the Demo-
crats’ 2006 rallying cry was ‘‘change,’’ 
this 10th ideal merits deeper con-
templation. For to understand it fully 
is to fully understand why Restoration 
Republicans, who are convinced we live 
amidst a crucible of liberty, proclaim 
our minority must emulate and imple-
ment the philosophical conservatism of 
Ronald Reagan and the fiery integrity 
of Theodore Roosevelt in the cause of 
empowering Americans and strength-
ening their eternal institutions of 
faith, family, community and country. 
Again, I quote from Kirk: ‘‘Therefore, 
the intelligent conservative endeavors 
to reconcile the claims of permanence 
and the claims of progression. He or 
she thinks that the liberal and the rad-
ical, blind to the just claims of perma-
nence, would endanger the heritage be-
queathed to us, in an endeavor to hurry 
us into some dubious terrestrial para-
dise. The conservative, in short, favors 
reasoned and tempered progress. He or 
she is opposed to the cult of progress 
whose votaries believe that everything 
new necessarily is superior to every-
thing old. 

‘‘Change is essential to the body so-
cial, the conservative reasons, just as 
it is essential to the human body. A 
body that has ceased to renew itself 
has begun to die. But if that body is to 
be vigorous, the change must occur in 
a regular manner, harmonizing with 
the form and nature of that body; oth-
erwise change produces a monstrous 
growth, a cancer, which devours its 
host. The conservative takes care that 
nothing in a society should ever be 
wholly old and that nothing should 
ever be wholly new. This is the means 
of the conservation of a nation, quite 
as it is the means of conservation of a 
living organism. Just how much 
change a society requires and what 
sort of change depend upon the cir-
cumstances of an age and a nation.’’ 

Kirk’s words compelled Restoration 
Republicans to empathetically assess 
our Nation’s age and circumstances, 
and ponder the direction and scope of 
the changes our American community 
requires. In making these determina-
tions, Restoration Republicans draw 

parallels between, and inspiration 
from, America’s greatest generation. 
Our greatest generation faced and sur-
mounted a quartet of generational 
challenges born of industrialization: 
Economic, social and political upheav-
als; a Second World War against abject 
evil; the rise of the Soviet super-state 
as a strategic threat and rival model of 
governance; and the civil rights move-
ment’s moral struggle to equally en-
sure the God-given and constitu-
tionally recognized rights of all Ameri-
cans. 

Today, our generation of Americans 
must confront and transcend a quartet 
of generational challenges born of 
globalization: Economic, social and po-
litical upheavals; a third world war 
against abject evil; the rise of the Com-
munist Chinese super-state as a stra-
tegic threat and rival model of govern-
ance; and moral relativism’s erosion of 
our Nation’s foundational, self-evident 
truths. 

The critical difference between the 
challenges conquered by the greatest 
generation and the challenges con-
fronting our generation of Americans 
is this: They faced their challenges 
consecutively; we face our challenges 
simultaneously. 

In response to these generational 
challenges to our free republic, Res-
toration Republicans have drawn upon 
the roots of their philosophical con-
servatism to affirm the truth America 
does not exist to emulate others, 
America exists to inspire the world, 
and to advance the policy paradigm of 
American excellence, which rests upon 
a foundation of liberty, and the four 
cornerstones of sovereignty, security, 
prosperity and verities. 

Individually and collectively, Amer-
ican excellence’s foundation and four 
cornerstones are reinforced by these 
policy principals: Our liberty is grant-
ed not by the pen of a government bu-
reaucrat, but is authored by the hand 
of Almighty God. Our sovereignty rests 
not in our soil but in our souls. Our se-
curity is guaranteed not by the thin 
hopes of appeasement, but by the 
moral and physical courage of our 
troops defending us in hours of max-
imum danger. Our prosperity is pro-
duced not by the tax hikes and spend-
ing sprees of politicians, but by the in-
novation and perspiration of free peo-
ple engaged in free enterprise. Our 
cherished truths and communal virtues 
are preserved and observed not by a co-
erced political correctness but by our 
reverent citizenry’s voluntary celebra-
tion of the culture of life. Restoration 
Republicans conclude, therefore, that 
we must be champions of American 
freedom in this challenging new mil-
lennium to keep our America a com-
munity of destiny inspired and guided 
by the virtuous genius of our free peo-
ple, and forever blessed by the 
unfathomable grace of God. 

It will not be easy, given the root 
public policy question of our times. In 
the age of industrialization, President 
Theodore Roosevelt empathized with 
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Americans’ feelings of powerlessness in 
the face of economic, social and polit-
ical forces radically altering or termi-
nating their traditional, typically 
agrarian lives. Writing years later in 
his book A Humane Economy, the 
economist Wilhelm Ropke examined 
the impacts upon human beings by 
these forces, which he collectively 
termed ‘‘mass society’’: 

‘‘The disintegration of the social 
structure generates a profound up-
heaval in the outward conditions of 
each individual’s life, thought and 
work. Independence is smothered; men 
are uprooted and taken out of the 
close-woven social texture in which 
they were secure; true communities are 
broken up in favor of more universal 
but impersonal collectivities in which 
the individual is no longer a person in 
his own right; the inward, spontaneous 
social fabric is loosened in favor of me-
chanical, soulless organization, with 
its outward compulsion; all individ-
uality is reduced to one plane of uni-
form normality; the area of individual 
action, decision and responsibility 
shrinks in favor of collective planning 
and decision; the whole of life becomes 
uniform and standard mass life, ever 
more subject to party politics, nation-
alization and socialization.’’ 

In that industrial epoch, the root 
public policy question was how to pro-
tect Americans’ traditional rights to 
order, justice and freedom from being 
usurped by corporate or governmental 
centralization. 

b 2145 

The advent of virtual corporations 
and transient international capital has 
ended the old industrial welfare state 
model of governance, wherein solutions 
to Americans’ economic and social 
anxieties were the shared burdens of 
centralized corporations and govern-
ment. The stark choice is now between 
increasing the centralized power of the 
Federal Government or decentraliza-
tion of power into the hands of individ-
uals, families and communities. 

In their urgency to replace their lost 
or slashed corporate benefits, Ameri-
cans will be sorely tempted to further 
centralize the Federal Government to 
do it. But expanding the authority and 
compulsory powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment will be injurious to the Amer-
ican people. Big Government doesn’t 
stop chaos; Big Government is chaos. 

By usurping the rightful powers of 
individuals between its bureaucracy’s 
steel wheels, highly centralized govern-
ment alienates individuals and atom-
izes communities. Once more, Ropke 
speaks to the heart of the matter: 

‘‘The temptation of centrism has 
been great at all time, as regards both 
theory and political action. It is the 
temptation of mechanical perfection 
and of uniformity at the expense of 
freedom. Perhaps Montesquieu was 
right when he said that it is the small 
minds, above all, which succumb to 
this temptation. Once the mania of 
uniformity and centralization spreads 

and once the centrists begin to lay 
down the law of the land, then we are 
in the presence of one of the most seri-
ous dangerous signals warning us of the 
impending loss of freedom, humanity, 
and the health of society.’’ 

Only liberty unleashes Americans to 
establish the true roots of a holistic 
American, the voluntary and virtuous 
individual, familial, and communal as-
sociations which invigorate and in-
struct a free people conquering chal-
lenges. In contrast, centralized and, 
thus, inherently unaccountable govern-
ment suffocates liberty, order and jus-
tice by smothering and severing citi-
zens’ voluntary bonds within medi-
ating, nongovernmental institutions, 
and so doing, stifles our free people’s 
individual and collective solutions to 
challenges. In consequence, the temp-
tation for more centralized govern-
ment must be fought to prevent turn-
ing sovereign Americans from the mas-
ters of their destiny into the serfs of 
governmental dependency. 

Fully versed in this verity, restora-
tion Republicans have made their deci-
sion: power to the people. Thus, in this 
age of globalization, restoration Re-
publicans vow to empower the sov-
ereign American people to protect and 
promote their God-given and constitu-
tionally recognized and protected 
rights; promote the decentralization of 
Federal Governmental powers to the 
American people or to their most ap-
propriate and closest unit of govern-
ment; defend Americans’ enduring 
moral order of faith, family, and com-
munity and country from all enemies; 
foster a dynamic market economy of 
entrepreneurial opportunity for all 
Americans; and honor and nurture a 
humanity of scale in Americans’ rela-
tions and endeavors. 

Further, while these restoration Re-
publicans will be releasing a more de-
tailed program in the future, the above 
will form the basis of any concrete pro-
posals brought forth. 

Madam Speaker, my constituents are 
honest, hard-working and intelligent 
people who are bearing the brunt of the 
generational challenges facing our Na-
tion. They have lost manufacturing 
and every manner of jobs due to 
globalization and, especially, the pred-
atory trade practices of Communist 
China. Throughout these economically 
anxious times, they spend sleepless 
nights wondering if they will be able to 
afford to keep their jobs, their houses, 
their health care, their hopes for their 
children. 

In the war for freedom, they have 
buried, mourned and honored their 
loved ones lost in battle against our 
Nation and all of civilization’s barbaric 
enemies. And every day, they struggle 
to make sense of an increasingly per-
verse culture that’s disdainful of and 
destructive to faith, truths, virtue and 
beauty, if the existence of these perma-
nent things is even admitted. 

True, my constituents differ on spe-
cific solutions to their pressing prob-
lems, but they do agree Washington 

isn’t serving their concerns. They 
agree this storied representative insti-
tution is increasingly detached from 
the daily realities of their lives. And 
they remind me that when we enter 
this House, their House, we enter as 
guests who must honor the leap of 
faith they took in letting us in and al-
lowing us to serve them. 

With my constituents, I utterly 
agree. While it is not my purpose here 
to discuss the majority party, let me 
be clear as to my own. House Repub-
licans have no business practicing busi-
ness as usual. My constituents, our 
country and this Congress deserve bet-
ter, and we will provide it. 

Our Republican minority has Mem-
bers who know America isn’t an econ-
omy; America is a country. Our Repub-
lican minority has Members who know 
the only thing worth measuring in 
money is greed. Our Republican minor-
ity has Members with the heart to put 
individuals ahead of abstractions, peo-
ple ahead of politics, and souls ahead of 
systems. Our Republican minority has 
Members who have seen sorrow seep 
down a widow’s cheek and joy shine 
from a child’s eye. 

Yes, Madam Speaker, my Republican 
minority has Members who know our 
deeds on behalf of our sovereign con-
stituents must accord with Words-
worth’s poetic prayer: ‘‘And then a 
wish: my best and favored aspiration 
mounts with yearning for some higher 
song of philosophic truth which cher-
ishes our daily lives.’’ 

It is these Republicans whose service 
in this Congress will redeem our party 
by honoring the sacred trust of the ma-
jestic American people who, in their 
virtuous genius, will transcend these 
transformational times and strengthen 
our exceptional Nation’s revolutionary 
experiment in human freedom. 

With these Republicans, I hereby 
throw in my lot and pledge my best ef-
forts on behalf of my constituents and 
our country. 

May God continue to grace, guard, 
guide and bless our community of des-
tiny, the United States of America. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I 
come to the floor tonight to talk, as I 
often do, a little bit about health care, 
the state of health care in this coun-
try, where we are, where we’ve been, 
where we’re going. 

Tonight, I do want to focus on one 
particular issue that is before this Con-
gress. It’s a critical issue facing our 
doctors in this country who provide 
care for Medicare patients, because if 
this Congress does not act before mid-
night on December 31, those physicians 
are facing a rather significant reim-
bursement reduction, and that would 
have an adverse affect on their ability 
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to see patients, to care for patients 
and, indeed, would have an adverse ef-
fect upon access. 

So I do want to spend some time 
talking about that, why that is the 
case and what we in this Congress can 
do about it and what we need to do 
about it. And again, that action has to 
take place prior to December 31 of this 
year. It’s not something we can punt 
into next year and then come back and 
try to collect our thoughts and make 
another run at it. We have to fix it 
with the time we have remaining in 
this first half of this Congress. 

Another issue that I want to address 
is the issue of the physicians work-
force. Of course, the Medicare reim-
bursement rates directly affect the 
physician workforce, but we can’t for-
get physicians who are at the very be-
ginning of their training, physicians in 
residency, and we certainly can’t for-
get those individuals who might even 
be contemplating a career in health 
care and how can we help them make 
the correct decisions. 

I do want to talk a little bit and 
focus a little bit on medical liability 
reform because that does play an inte-
gral role in the overall quality and 
makeup of the physician workforce. 

I’d like to talk a little bit about the 
history of medicine, some of the things 
that have happened in the last 100 
years and some of the things I see just 
happening and just over the horizon as 
we begin the dawn of the 21st century. 

And finally, I do think we need to 
talk a little bit about the status of the 
uninsured and, again, some of the other 
current events that surround health 
care in this Congress. 

Madam Speaker, we pay doctors in 
our Medicare system under a formula 
known as the sustainable growth rate 
formula, and this has been the case for 
the past several years, and it has led to 
problems, certainly every year that I 
have been in this Congress, and I took 
office in January of 2003, and the prob-
lems actually predate that for some 
time. 

The difficulty with that formula is it 
ties physician reimbursement rates to 
a number based upon the gross domes-
tic product which, in fact, has no bear-
ing on the cost of delivery and the vol-
ume and intensity of medical services 
delivered. 

And Medicare, of course, many people 
know Medicare is supposed to be an in-
tegrated program but, in fact, in many 
ways it is high load. You have part A 
that’s paid for with a payroll deduction 
just much the same as Social Security. 
Part A, of course, covers hospitaliza-
tion expenses. 

Part B covers physician expenses. 
That is paid for out of member pre-
miums that citizens purchase every 
year, and it is paid for out of, 25 per-
cent by law by the premium dollar and 
75 percent comes out of general rev-
enue. 

Part C, the recently enacted Medi-
care prescription drug benefit, had 
money budgeted for that purpose. Re-

member that was all the fight of No-
vember of 2003 when we enacted that 
law, but money was actually on the 
budget and dedicated for that purpose. 
And those moneys exist and, indeed, 
are appropriated automatically year 
over year. I beg your pardon, part C is 
the Medicare HMO. Part D is Medicare 
prescription drug. Part C is funded 
again, likewise, out of the general 
Treasury. 

Part A, part C and part D each have 
essentially a cost-of-living adjustment 
that’s made every year. So that the 
cost of delivering the care doesn’t ex-
actly keep up, but it more or less keeps 
up with the costs and with medical in-
flation, but not so part B, which pays 
the physician. And the part B part of 
Medicare is governed under this sus-
tainable growth rate formula. 

And really, Madam Speaker, I know 
I’m not supposed to talk to Members 
directly, only supposed to address the 
Chair, and I will confine my remarks to 
the Chair, but just talking to the 
Chair, if I were able to talk to people 
directly, I know I run some risk of peo-
ple turning off their televisions, but I 
do want to take you through what is 
known as the sustainable growth rate 
formula because I think it’s instruc-
tive. Even though not every person can 
understand every nuance of the for-
mula, I think it’s instructive to actu-
ally look how the formula is con-
structed and how we come up with the 
dollar figure every year. 

Madam Speaker, I know people who 
are particularly astute will notice 
there is a typographical error on this 
graphic. I would point out that the ty-
pographical error was actually made by 
the Congressional Research Service 
and not by my crack staff. Again, the 
very gifted will be able to pick that up 
right away, but we’ll get to that in just 
a moment. 

Here’s the calculation of the pay-
ment formula under the physician’s fee 
schedule. Here we see payment equals 
and here’s a whole bunch of letters 
that follow along, and the explanations 
are given underneath the formula. The 
relative value unit for work versus, 
rather multiplied by a geographic 
index; a relative value unit for practice 
expenses, again multiplied by another 
fudge factor for geographical location 
and geographical practice expenses; a 
relative value unit for the cost of med-
ical liability insurance, again also ad-
justed for geographic location; all mul-
tiplied then by what’s called the con-
version factor, CF, at the end. And this 
CV down here actually should say CF, 
and that would stand for ‘‘conversion 
factor.’’ 

Well, that’s all very interesting, and 
obviously the conversion factor plays a 
big role in this, so let’s just dig a little 
bit deeper into how that conversion 
factor or that adjustment factor is cal-
culated. And here we see a sample cal-
culation for the formula for the year 
2007, and again, we won’t get into all of 
the nuances of this formula, but you 
see the update adjustment factor, UAF, 

the prior year adjustment component 
plus a cumulative adjustment compo-
nent, and the formula for 2007 is cal-
culated as follows, where the target 
2006 minus the actual spending in 2006 
divided by actual spending in 2006 mul-
tiplied again by conversion factor. 

I want to draw your attention, 
Madam Speaker, though, to the fact 
that every year the prior adjustment 
component, and then added into that is 
the cumulative adjustment component, 
that’s significant, because every year 
for the past 5 years that I have been 
here the United States Congress has 
come in at the last minute, at the last 
minute with some way to prevent these 
physician cuts from going into effect. 

But as the Congressional Budget Of-
fice calculates this number year over 
year, this cumulative adjustment com-
ponent grows over time such that we 
are told in order to repeal the cost of 
repeal of the sustainable growth rate 
formula, when I first came to Congress 
in 2003 was around $118 billion over 10 
years. 
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A pretty significant amount of 
money, no question about it. But that 
number has increased with every year 
that we have postponed the cut, that 
we have come in at the last minute, 
the last of December and prevented the 
cuts from happening. Those moneys ac-
tually don’t just go away. The moneys 
that were to be saved in that cut don’t 
just disappear. The Congressional 
Budget Office adds them onto the total 
expense of the repeal of the sustainable 
growth rate formula such that the 
price tag for repeal of the sustainable 
growth rate formula last year, the last 
session of Congress, when I introduced 
a bill to repeal the sustainable growth 
rate formula, was $218 billion. It in-
creased almost $100 billion over 3 or 4 
years’ time, and this year is calculated 
to be $268 billion. If we do manage to 
get something done before the end of 
the year, those moneys again the Con-
gressional Budget Office will add on 
with that cumulative adjustment com-
ponent. 

One last graphic on this issue is the 
calculation of the update of the conver-
sion factor, where, again, we see the 
current year is equal to the prior year 
plus the conversion factor update. And 
the conversion factor update is cal-
culated as being 1 plus the Medicare 
economic index increase divided by 100, 
multiplied by 1 plus the updated ad-
justment factor. 

You can see this is pretty com-
plicated stuff, and for that reason 
many Members, when you try to talk 
to them about changes in the sustain-
able growth rate formula, will just sim-
ply tune you out because we all have a 
little place where we put in our minds 
things that are too hard to deal with. 
And the SGR formula is one of those 
things that most Members will put into 
the too hard box. It’s something that I 
have got to come back to later because 
I really don’t understand it. And it is 
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an understandable human reaction to a 
situation that’s terribly complex. 

But, Mr. Speaker, let me just illus-
trate for you what will happen if Con-
gress does not do its duty and does not 
do something to prevent the physician 
cuts, the Medicare payment cuts, that 
are already on line to occur January 1 
unless Congress acts legislatively prior 
to that time. The Center for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services on November 1 
of this year, after running through the 
formula, they said, okay, this year 
based on what we budgeted for and 
what the actual spending was, we are 
going to have to downwardly adjust 
physician payment rates by 10.1 per-
cent. That’s 10.1 percent, a pretty sig-
nificant amount of money. If we don’t 
do something, that’s what is going to 
hit January 1. 

You say, well, okay, Medicare pay-
ments aren’t that great anyway and a 
lot of physicians’ offices don’t rely just 
strictly on the Medicare reimburse-
ment they get to keep their doors open; 
so it won’t really affect my doctor’s 
practice. But one of the things that we 
forget in this House of Representatives, 
one of the things that we just conven-
iently again stash away in that part of 
our brains where we put things that are 
too hard, almost every commercial in-
surance company in the United States 
pegs their reimbursement rates to 
Medicare. So what happens when Con-
gress or the Center for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services mandates a 10 per-
cent physician fee cut in Medicare and 
we don’t do anything to correct it be-
fore the end of the year? That has an 
extremely deleterious effect on almost 
every practicing physician’s office in 
this country. There are very few who 
will be absolutely isolated from that. I 
realize some in academic medicine may 
not actually feel it. Some doctors who 
practice in federally qualified health 
centers may not see that or may not 
feel it. But the bulk of the practicing 
physicians, the men and women who 
are out there every day seeing us when 
we get sick, seeing our kids when they 
get sick, those are the ones who are 
going to feel the brunt of this inac-
tivity by this Congress. 

I bring this up tonight not because 
we were inherently any better at doing 
it when the Republicans were in 
charge, but it’s so important to get 
this work done and to get it done in 
the limited time that we have left this 
year. 

I introduced just this week a resolu-
tion in the House of Representatives, 
House Resolution 863 for those who are 
keeping score at home, and House Res-
olution 863 is a pretty simple bit of leg-
islative language. I will be honest. It 
doesn’t do a whole lot. It doesn’t really 
save any money. It doesn’t spend any 
money. It’s more or less like sending a 
get well card to the doctors who par-
ticipate in our Medicare system and 
take care of our seniors. But the senti-
ment, just like when you send a get 
well card, the sentiment is important. 
And for Members who feel they could 

sign onto this bill, I think it would 
send a powerful message to House lead-
ership over the next several days if we 
could, in fact, put a number of names 
with this House Resolution because I 
think that would get the attention of 
leadership. Even though leadership is 
of the other party than myself, I think 
they would have to pay attention if the 
bulk of the Members of House of Rep-
resentatives sign onto this resolution. 

And the resolution, as most go, is 
multiple whereases followed by a ‘‘re-
solved.’’ And the resolved says that it 
is the sense of the United States House 
of Representatives to immediately ad-
dress this issue, the physician pay cuts 
under SGR, and halt any scheduled 
cuts to Medicare physician payments 
and immediately begin working on a 
long-term solution, and implement it 
by 2010, that pays physicians a fair and 
stable way and ensures Medicare pa-
tients have access to the doctor of 
their choice. 

Fairly simple language. What does it 
mean? It means stop the cuts, repeal 
the SGR. We know we can’t repeal the 
SGR straight up right now, that it will 
take a time line in order to do that, 
and that is why I suggest 2010. I would 
be open to other suggestions. But that 
seems like a good time line for us to 
follow. It gives us a little over 2 years 
to get that done. 

When we face a problem as com-
plicated as the formula that I put up in 
front of you tonight, some of those 
things are just too difficult to tackle 
head-on all at once. So you need a 
near-term, a mid-term, and a long-term 
strategy to deal with these very com-
plicated problems, and I have outlined 
it here tonight. The near-term, the 
short-term strategy, stop the cut. Find 
some money. There’s plenty of money. 
In a $3 trillion budget, you tell me we 
can’t find someplace to save some 
money in a $3 trillion budget to pay 
the doctors what they are fairly owed 
for taking care of the patients we have 
asked them to take care of. 

So the near-term solution is stop the 
cuts. The mid-term solution is we sit 
down and work together with the com-
mon goal of the long-term solution, 
which is the repeal of the sustainable 
growth rate formula, and begin to pay 
physicians on the same sort of schedule 
that we pay our hospitals, that we pay 
our HMOs, that we pay our drug com-
panies. Put them on a cost-of-living- 
type adjustment. It’s called the Medi-
care economic index. It’s not some-
thing that is unique to me. I didn’t 
make it up. I didn’t make up the term 
of how it is calculated. But this is a 
known number put out by the Medicare 
Payment Advisory Committee, and 
year over year it suggests a modest up-
date in physician reimbursement to 
keep up with the cost of delivering 
care. 

Let’s be honest. From a Federal Gov-
ernment standpoint, Medicare reim-
bursement rates were never meant to 
match private insurance rates. Some-
one explained to me one time if you 

practice medicine and do a lot of Medi-
care, you’re going to go broke. You’ll 
just go broke a little more slowly be-
cause we bleed you to death more slow-
ly. Not a pleasant analogy, but Medi-
care never has been designed to com-
pletely cover the cost of delivering the 
care. The problem is we have now 
ratcheted that number down so far that 
physicians across the country are hon-
estly looking at the situation and say-
ing I don’t think that this is something 
that I can legitimately continue to do. 
I’ve got to find other ways to make a 
living. 

It’s House Resolution 863, and I do 
urge Members to look that up on-line. 
It’s up on Thomas. Have a look at it 
and see if it is not something that you 
can’t support because, again, I think it 
would send a powerful message to 
House leadership. If over the next sev-
eral days prior to the time that we are 
slated to adjourn for this year, I think 
it would send a powerful message that 
Members of the House want this fixed. 
And I know they do because every time 
I talk to a Member of the House, 
whether it be on my side of the aisle or 
the Democratic side of the aisle, if you 
just ask a simple, straightforward 
question: Do you ever hear from your 
doctors? Do your doctors ever talk to 
you about what is happening to them 
in Medicare reimbursement? And the 
answer is almost immediately, Oh, yes, 
I hear it all the time. Do you have 
something that will fix that? And the 
answer is, Yes, sort of. I’ve got some-
thing that will focus our attention, I 
hope, on getting this problem resolved. 

It’s a shame we didn’t take this up 
earlier in the year. I introduced several 
pieces of legislation to try to do that 
both in the last Congress and in this 
Congress. It’s a shame we didn’t take it 
up this year. It seems like many times 
this year we’d rather fight about al-
most anything we can think of to fight 
about and not solve the problems that 
the American people sent us here to 
solve. Well, here’s one we can work on, 
and cosponsoring House Resolution 863 
would go a long way toward moving us 
in that direction. 

Let me just put up another slide, and 
this one is a little bit dated. This slide 
is a year old, and I should update it for 
the current year except that I don’t 
know what is going to happen in the 
current year. But this is illustrative. 
This is demonstrative of what happens 
to physician reimbursement rates 
under the sustainable growth rate for-
mula for physicians. And this is a com-
parative payment analysis of the var-
ious updates that have gone on since 
2002, the year before I came to Con-
gress. And this particular graph goes 
up through an estimated fiscal year 
2007. And, again, actually it needs to be 
updated for this year. 

But as you can see, Medicare Advan-
tage plans, they’re doing pretty good. 
Hospitals, it’s up and down a little bit, 
but generally their market basket up-
date that they receive every year is 
hitting about 3.6 to 3.8 percent, and all 
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in all the hospitals are doing generally 
well under that scenario. Nursing 
homes, a little less generous. And, 
again, it does bounce up and down a lit-
tle bit. But as you can see, year over 
year a positive update, certainly a 
positive update that’s in excess of 2 
percent. And many times for nursing 
homes it approaches 3 percent. 

But look over here at the doctors in 
2002, and this was the last year I was 
practicing medicine. And sure enough, 
we got a 5.4 percent pay cut just right 
across the board for any Medicare pro-
cedure that we performed. 

Now, for the next several years, 2003, 
2004, and 2005, we did manage to find 
the money to provide a little bit of a 
positive update. Notice even in these 
years when physician practices were 
flush with cash from Medicare pay-
ments, they really never even ap-
proached what nursing homes were re-
ceiving in updates and certainly were 
nowhere near what hospitals and Medi-
care Advantage plans received. Medi-
care Advantage plans, I would point 
out, did not exist prior to 2004. That’s 
why they start with that darker line 
there. 

Then in 2006 there is nothing re-
corded on the physicians. We 
euphemistically termed that a zero 
percent update. Anything else that we 
do in the Federal Government, if we 
say we are going to hold you at level 
funding for this fiscal year, people 
would be coming out of the woodwork 
crying that’s a cut, that’s a cut be-
cause you’re not keeping up with the 
cost of living. It didn’t seem to bother 
us a bit to do that to America’s physi-
cians. But at least a zero percent up-
date is a whole lot better than that 
what was originally proposed in 2007, 
which was, again, about a 5 percent 
negative update. We actually were able 
to stave this one off and keep that 
again at a zero percent update for 2007. 
And now for this next year, 2008, what-
ever color we decide to put on the bar 
for that will dip down to almost the 
bottom of the chart because a 10.1 per-
cent negative update is going to have a 
significant deleterious effect, a signifi-
cant pernicious effect on our practicing 
physicians. Again, our physicians that 
we have asked to take on the burden of 
seeing our Medicare patients. 

Now, I do spend a lot of time on the 
floor of this House talking about physi-
cians workforce issues. This is the 
cover of the March 2007 periodical that 
is put out by my State medical society, 
the Texas Medical Association, appro-
priately titled ‘‘Texas Medicine.’’ And 
the cover story last March was ‘‘Run-
ning Out of Doctors.’’ And this was a 
fairly significant graphic for me when I 
saw that at the time. 

b 2215 

About a year before this publication 
came out, Alan Greenspan, in one of 
his last trips around the Capitol right 
as he was retiring as Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, Chairman 
Greenspan came and talked with a 

group of us one morning. And the inev-
itable question came up, how are we 
ever going to find the funding for the 
unfunded obligations that Congress has 
taken on? How are we going to pay for 
Medicare when the baby boomers re-
tire? And the Chairman thought about 
it for a moment and he said, you know, 
‘‘when the time comes, I trust that 
Congress will make the correct deci-
sions, and that the Medicare program 
will continue.’’ He stopped for a mo-
ment, thought some more, and then 
added to that, ‘‘What concerns me 
more is, will there be anyone there to 
deliver the services when you want 
them?’’ And that is one of the critical 
issues facing us today. 

And of course it’s this inequity in 
supply and demand, supply and dis-
tribution of the physician workforce 
that’s driving a lot of the problems 
that we find in health care today. And 
no question it has some effect of ele-
vating prices, and just the fact that it 
takes so long to get in to see some 
types of physicians. There was a very 
compelling article here in the Wash-
ington area a few months ago about 
the travails and toils a reporter had 
with trying to get their child in to see 
a pediatric neurologist. You hear these 
sorts of stories. I travel, not a lot, but 
some around the country to visit with 
medical groups in the country, and you 
will hear all those stories from all over 
the country. It’s not unique to one geo-
graphic location. 

Three bills that were introduced ear-
lier this year to deal with physician 
workforce issues, H.R. 2583, H.R. 2584 
and H.R. 2585. Now, H.R. 2585 deals with 
what I like to term ‘‘the mature physi-
cian.’’ So, it deals a lot with the sus-
tainable growth rate formula and the 
inequities of the sustainable growth 
rate formula as it pertains to how the 
Federal Government compensates its 
medical workforce. 

The thrust behind 2585 was to, again, 
take that short-term, mid-term and 
long-term approach to the problem 
such that we would fix the problem, we 
would stop the cuts in 2008 and 2009 and 
2010. We would gear towards absolute 
repeal of the SGR formula. Again, re-
member I said that it’s going to cost 
money when that time comes. And that 
has always been the difficulty when 
trying to talk to Members about, I 
want you to help me repeal the SGR. 
The next question always is, Well, how 
much does it cost? You tell them, and, 
oh, my gosh, it’s a bridge too far. We’ve 
got other priorities and we just can’t 
get there. Well, let me tell you a little 
secret. That money that we have to 
come up with to repeal the sustainable 
growth rate formula, guess what? 
We’ve already spent that money. We’ve 
already sent that money to physicians’ 
offices across this country and they’ve 
already spent it. 

So, it is merely a bookkeeping ad-
justment that the Congressional Budg-
et Office has to make to reconcile its 
books to compensate for, remember, 
that cumulative index that I showed 

you, one of those earlier poster boards. 
That is the difficulty. It’s essentially a 
bookkeeping entry that has not yet 
been made. The money has been spent, 
it’s gone. It’s not sitting somewhere in 
the Federal Treasury drawing interest. 
It is a bookkeeping entry that has yet 
to be made. 

We have to take this on. We have to 
do this. It’s the moral thing to do; it’s 
the right thing to do. We want our 
Medicare patients taken care of. They 
are arguably some of the most complex 
clinical situations that a doctor en-
counters on a daily basis, and we ought 
to do the right thing. 

Now, how do you do that and be able 
to encourage Members to look at this 
seriously when the published price tag 
is so large? When I initially tried to do 
this in the last Congress, a bill I intro-
duced called 5866, when, remember the 
cost of repeal was $216 billion, I 
thought at that time perhaps the cor-
rect way to go about this was just to 
work on the repeal straight up, maybe 
look for the pay-fors later as we got to-
ward the conclusion of the process. And 
I was hopeful that hospitals, nursing 
homes, other medical entities that 
draw on Medicare funding would per-
haps come forward with their own sug-
gestions of where savings could be 
made because I don’t think there is a 
single person in this Congress who 
doesn’t feel that there are some ineffi-
cient ways that the Federal Govern-
ment spends money in the Medicare 
system, and perhaps if we collected 
those together, we could find the mon-
ies to help cushion the offset expense of 
repealing the sustainable growth rate 
formula. But I was wrong, no one was 
willing to come forward. And as a con-
sequence, I never really got the trac-
tion or the momentum that I needed on 
5866. And again, the 109th Congress ran 
out before we could get anything done. 

So, early in this Congress I thought, 
I need to get something out there 
quickly. I need to get people to under-
stand this problem. We certainly don’t 
need to leave it until the last minute 
this year, but unfortunately that’s 
what has transpired. So, the idea be-
hind 2585, introduced earlier this year, 
was to get that concept out there ear-
lier, get Members talking about it. 

How was I going to approach it? Well, 
2008 and 2009, remember, we don’t re-
peal the SGR. So, many doctors looked 
at that and said, Well, if you don’t re-
peal the SGR formula in 2008 and 2009, 
I’m going to take significant hits those 
years, and I can’t afford to do that. But 
actually, there is another bookkeeping 
entry you can do; it’s called read-
justing or resetting the baseline on the 
SGR formula. And by doing that, you 
actually then can score a modest posi-
tive update for 2008 and 2009 for physi-
cians who participate in this program. 
In fact, interestingly enough, in 2008, 
it’s almost equal to the Medicare Eco-
nomic Index update. In 2009, it’s a little 
bit less than that, but still a positive 
update, a fairly generous positive up-
date of just under 1 percent for 2009. 
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During those 2 years’ time, the run- 

up to the repeal of the sustainable 
growth rate formula, we recognize that 
we are saving money, we are doing 
things better in medicine today than 
we did yesterday. And how do I know 
this? What is a metric that I can use? 
Well, the Medicare Trustees Report 
that came out in June of this year 
pointed out that the bad news is Medi-
care is still going broke, but the good 
news is it’s going to go broke a year 
later than what we told you the year 
before. So in other words, somewhere 
along the line there had been some sav-
ings in the Medicare system. And 
where did that savings occur? Well, one 
of the places it occurred, as identified 
in the Trustees Report, was 600,000 hos-
pital beds weren’t filled in the year 2005 
that were expected to be filled. Why 
weren’t they filled? They weren’t filled 
because, again, the doctors were doing 
things on a more timely basis, more ac-
curate diagnoses, the whole ability to 
timely treat disease with the prescrip-
tion drug benefit now available for sen-
iors in the Medicare program. All of 
these things had a bearing, and as a 
consequence, more patients were treat-
ed as outpatients, treated in the doc-
tor’s office, perhaps treated in an am-
bulatory surgery center, perhaps treat-
ed in a day surgery center, but these 
patients were kept out of the hospitals, 
and so those hospitalizations were 
avoided. 

Remember when I talked about the 
funding silos for Medicare. Although 
we will talk about Medicare as an inte-
grated program, part A, which pays for 
the hospital expense, is funded out of a 
payroll deduction just like the FICA 
tax, just like Social Security. Part B is 
funded out of member premiums and 
general revenue. By law, only 75 per-
cent of it can be funded out of general 
revenue; 25 percent of that number has 
to come from member premiums. 

So, if we’re saving money on the hos-
pital side, we’re saving money for part 
A. But why are we saving the money? 
We’re saving the money because we’re 
working better, smarter, faster in part 
B. So it would only make sense to have 
CMS identify those savings that right 
now are going on the books as savings 
for part A, identify those savings, ag-
gregate those savings, collect those 
savings, and use them to offset the cost 
of repealing the sustainable growth 
rate formula in part B. 

You know, remember, Madam Speak-
er, the lock box from the year 2000, in 
the Presidential race everyone was 
talking about a lock box and they were 
going to put Social Security in a lock 
box, and with all the discussion of 
whose lock box was bigger than whose? 
But we’ve still got the lock box. We 
can put these savings that we’re cre-
ating in part A, put them in a lock box, 
2 years later open it up, and we offset 
some of the cost of paying down the so- 
called debt in repealing the SGR for-
mula. 

There were some other things that I 
identified in the bill as other ways to 

perhaps enhance savings. Certainly we 
asked CMS to try to identify the 10 di-
agnoses where most of the money was 
spent, and let’s really focus our efforts 
on those 10 diagnoses and see if we 
can’t create greater and greater effi-
ciencies in treating those 10 conditions 
that lead to the greatest expenditures 
in the Medicare system. And let’s look 
honestly at what we can do on the pre-
ventive side. Remember what our 
mothers always taught us, an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure. If 
we want that pound of cure, let’s go 
ahead and spend a little bit for that 
ounce of prevention on the front end so 
we don’t have to spend so much for 
that pound of cure on the out end. And 
then let’s take that pound of cure that 
we’ve saved and use it to offset the cost 
of repealing the sustainable growth 
rate formula. 

Well, another way we could save 
some money is, any of the monies that 
are recovered by the Department of 
Justice, the Inspector General for 
Health and Human Services, and the 
so-called Medicare audits, money that 
is fraudulently taken from Medicare 
and then recovered, again, that’s 
money that’s stolen from part B. Let’s 
not just put that money into the cof-
fers of somewhere else. Let’s let that 
accrue as part of the savings that we 
put in that lock box that we use to off-
set the cost of repealing the sustain-
able growth rate formula. 

Two other things that I did in the 
bill, which I think are important as far 
as gaining some overall efficiency in 
the system, was added some voluntary 
positive updates for physicians who 
were willing to voluntarily participate 
in quality reporting exercises, and phy-
sicians’ offices who were willing to vol-
untarily participate in improvements 
of health information technology. 

We don’t have, and certainly in Con-
gress, certainly the Federal Govern-
ment does not have all the answers as 
to what creates the perfect health in-
formation technology platform. In 
many ways, private industry is light 
years ahead of where the Federal Gov-
ernment is. And maybe, you know, 
Madam Speaker, some days, honestly, I 
just wonder if we should get out of the 
way with some of our regulatory bur-
dens, some or our stark laws and let 
private industry develop these plat-
forms, because clearly, in the last 5 
years that I’ve been here, we’ve had a 
lot of talk, we’ve had a lot of bills in-
troduced, we’ve had a lot of debate, 
we’ve even passed some bills in the 
House during the last Congress, but we 
are no closer to having any sort of a 
national standard for health informa-
tion today than we were when I first 
got here 5 years ago. I believe the indi-
vidual’s name was William Brailer who 
was in charge of that project. He is 
now, unfortunately, no longer with 
Health and Human Services. 

The project has, for all intents and 
purposes in my mind, been a dis-
appointment, but it doesn’t mean that 
health information technology has just 

been stagnant. Other stakeholders, 
other participants in the health care 
system in the United States have cre-
ated and drafted and are working on 
their individual platforms. And at 
some point they will reach critical 
mass in the private sector where there 
will be general acknowledgement that, 
yes, this is the health information 
technology platform of the future and 
the one to which we all should sub-
scribe. It would have been a useful 
function of the Federal Government 
had we been able to do that, but hon-
estly, I don’t see us there yet, and I 
don’t see us there in the foreseeable fu-
ture. You would think the Federal Gov-
ernment would have had a significant 
role to play in that because if you look 
at health care expenditures in this 
country, almost 50 cents out of every 
health care dollar that’s spent in this 
country has its origin right here on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

When you consider what we spend in 
Medicare, what we spend in Medicaid, 
what we spend in the VA system, what 
we spend in Indian health service, the 
Federal prison system, a lot of health 
care dollars are generated through the 
authorization, the appropriation proc-
ess in this Congress. And as a con-
sequence, Congress has a big stake in 
trying to get some efficiencies and 
some improvements. But in this in-
stance, in developing the health infor-
mation technology platform of the fu-
ture, I almost think that we need to 
get out of the way and let the entre-
preneurs, let the bright folks who can 
do these tasks, let them proceed with 
that. 

Let me just talk about a couple of 
things that will illustrate that. 

b 2230 

I will just tell you, Mr. Speaker, I did 
practice medicine for 25 years. In fact, 
I started medical school 30 years ago 
this year in 1974. I can’t tell you that I 
was a big acolyte of electronic medical 
records when I was a practicing physi-
cian. I dabbled in it some. I would lis-
ten to people talk who came to sell us 
various packages. 

We had to buy a new computer right 
before the Y2K scare where all of our 
computers were going to lock up at 
midnight and we wouldn’t be able to 
get anything done the next day. So like 
everyone else, I went out and bought a 
new computer system. I asked what it 
would cost to add an electronic med-
ical records package on to the basic 
computer system that I purchased for 
my five-physician office. The basic 
computer system itself cost about 
$60,000 or $70,000. Some other contracts 
we had to sign for maintenance and up-
keep were not cheap. Adding a medical 
records package to that was 30 to 
$40,000 for a five-physician practice. 
Quite honestly, at the time, it seemed 
way too expensive for a small group 
such as mine to participate in. So I 
really wasn’t sold on the concept of 
electronic medical records. Then in the 
end of August 2005, we saw probably the 
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worst hurricane to hit the United 
States that certainly has happened in 
recorded history, Hurricane Katrina 
that hit New Orleans, and then the sub-
sequent flooding after the levees broke. 
Touring New Orleans 5 months later 
with the Energy and Commerce Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, we were permitted to go into the 
basement of Charity Hospital into 
their records room. This was the base-
ment of Charity Hospital. You can see 
the temporary lighting that they have 
got strung along the ceiling. There is 
actually still, it doesn’t show in this 
photograph, there is still water on the 
floor 5 months into this process. And 
you can see the paper medical records. 
There was shelf after shelf after shelf. 

Remember that Charity Hospital was 
one of the venerable old institutions in 
this country. It was one of the hos-
pitals that has trained many of the 
premier physicians in this country. 
Charity Hospital had been there for a 
long time. They had multiple racks and 
stacks of medical records. But look at 
these things. This isn’t smoke damage. 
This isn’t fire damage. This is black 
mold that is growing on the paper, on 
the manila folders and on the paper in 
the medical records. Clearly, these are 
medical records that in all likelihood 
now are lost to the ages. I don’t know. 
The water was up to the top shelf when 
the building was underwater. A lot of 
the ink and writing may well have 
washed off. But you honestly could not 
ask someone to go in here and pull a 
record and provide you some of the 
medical information that might been 
contained therein, because clearly it 
would simply be too hazardous to ask 
anyone to go in there and retrieve it. 

Well, when I visited the basement of 
Charity Hospital that day, I became a 
convert for recognizing that medicine 
does need to come into the 21st cen-
tury. It is going to be expensive. There 
is going to be a learning curve for, 
again, mature physicians like myself 
to have to learn this new technology 
and to have to learn how to use a key-
board. But it would be an investment 
that we would have to make. 

I think we have to pay for it. I don’t 
think we can simply say to a doctor’s 
practice, you are going to have to just 
do this. It is part of the cost of doing 
business. And although you can’t at-
tribute any direct revenue increase to 
the fact you are making this $100,000 
expenditure for a five-physician prac-
tice, you are just going to have to 
spend the money. Well, we are probably 
going to have to help that. Number 
one, we are not paying doctors enough, 
anyway, and number two, if we ask 
them to go out and do this, there will 
be a lot of resistance, and a lot of prac-
tices just simply won’t do it. They will 
drop out of Medicare and whatever in-
surance company requires electronic 
medical records. 

If we pay for it, if we allow an in-
crease in reimbursement for physicians 
who voluntarily undertake this kind of 
training and upgrade, I think that’s a 

very reasonable return on investment. 
So included in the bill that I intro-
duced to initially repeal the sustain-
able growth rate formula was a 3 per-
cent positive update for physicians who 
voluntarily undertake to modernize 
their recordkeeping and to embark 
upon the 21st century sojourn of cre-
ating electronic medical records. 

But I think that is the way we have 
to do it. It has to be voluntary. You 
can’t force people to do these things. 
You can’t force them to learn these 
techniques. You can’t force them to de-
vote the time necessary to learn these 
techniques. It does have to be done on 
a voluntary basis. That is the correct 
way to learn things, not through man-
dates, but through creating programs 
that people actually want and getting 
their participation voluntarily, not be-
cause the Federal Government has said 
thou shalt. 

Now, it stands to reason that after a 
certain period of time, part of that 
funding for that infrastructure will be 
completed. And this positive update 
does go away after a period of time, but 
it does provide a bridge for physicians 
who are using paper records today. It 
provides them a bridge, an opportunity 
to go into a electronic medical record 
system. 

The reason I spend so much time on 
this is we had introduced in the Senate 
last week a bill that would require 
electronic prescriptions. Well, it’s a 
good idea. The theory is a sound one, 
electronic prescriptions. The Institute 
of Medicine says that doctors’ hand-
writing is terrible. I am here to tell 
you mine is. The ability, though, to 
whip off a written prescription takes 
about 10 seconds. The time involved for 
filling out an electronic prescription, 
even on a little handheld is going to be 
somewhat longer than that, particu-
larly at the beginning of the learning 
curve. 

Well, the average physician practice 
as I had back in 2002, you would have to 
see between 30 and 40 patients a day in 
order to pay the overhead and have 
something to take home at the end of 
the day. You add a minute or 2 on to 
every patient’s encounter, and that is 
going to be adding about an hour a day 
on to that physician’s practice time, an 
hour that they are simply going to be 
filling out an electronic form for E-pre-
scribing. Clearly, again, they have to 
be compensated for that time. 

The bill that was introduced I think 
recognized that and said there would be 
a 1 percent update for doctors, a 1 per-
cent bonus for doctors who indeed un-
dertook that. Well, just doing a little 
bit of the math, a moderately com-
plicated Medicare patient return visit 
probably didn’t pay as much as $50 a 
visit, but let’s say for the sake of argu-
ment that is what it paid. Well, a 1 per-
cent bonus for that patient’s encounter 
if you use an electronic prescription 
will be, what, 50 cents. So you can see 
about four of those patients in an 
hour’s time, so that is an additional $2 
an hour that we are paying for that. It 

doesn’t seem like a lot. I say that, too, 
because you look at all of the various 
stakeholders and interest groups, the 
insurance companies, the pharmacy 
benefit managers, the community 
pharmacists who want this done see 
value in it, and they see the potential 
for deriving great value, particularly 
the vendors who are selling the elec-
tronic prescribing modules. There is 
going to be significant financial return 
for them. 

So why are we low-balling it at the 
doctor’s end with simply a 1 percent 
bonus? And then the other part of that 
concept that I found disturbing was, it 
was kind of billed as a carrot and stick 
approach, the carrot was the 1 percent 
bonus, the stick was when 5 years, 4 
years or 5 years, I forget which, Doctor, 
if you’re not doing this, we’re going to 
penalize you 10 percent. So wait a 
minute. I go from if I do this, I am 
going to make an extra 50 cents on 
that patient encounter or $2 an hour 
additional if I do this. If I don’t do it in 
a few years, I am going to be down $20 
an hour for not participating. The in-
equity of that just strikes me as being, 
again, ‘‘disturbing’’ is probably the 
kindest word that I can use in this con-
text. I honestly think while, again, I 
will agree with the theory, the applica-
tion is flawed, and we have to think of 
a better way to do that. That is why 
when I was crafting 2585 it was a vol-
untary participation. It stayed vol-
untary. 

I think if you show physicians that 
you are able to deliver something of 
value, eventually, we are a very com-
petitive lot. That is why we become 
doctors. And we will want to have the 
practice that has the newest and latest 
and greatest, and if other physicians’ 
offices, hey, they are doing this e-pre-
scribing and it is great, by the time I 
get to the pharmacy after my doctor’s 
visit, the order has already been e- 
mailed to the pharmacist, it’s been 
filled, it is sitting there waiting for me, 
and the insurance stuff is already filled 
out, patients are going to see value in 
that, and they will begin to ask that of 
their doctors. But to do this in a ter-
ribly punitive way, I think we are 
going to drive more doctors out of tak-
ing care of our Medicare patients, and 
that really should not be our goal. 

The two other bills I introduced deal-
ing with the physicians workforce 
dealt with physicians who might be 
contemplating a career in health pro-
fessions and dealt with physicians who 
were in their residencies. We recognize 
that we are facing a shortage of pri-
mary care doctors, a shortage of gen-
eral surgeons, OB–GYNs, geron-
tologists. And these bills were geared 
toward getting more of those doctors 
to consider medical school, getting 
more of those newly minted doctors 
into residency programs near their 
homes. Because doctors do possess a lot 
of inertia, and if you train those doc-
tors in the places where they are need-
ed, they are likely to stay within a 50- 
mile, 100-mile radius of where they 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:17 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12DE7.183 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH15406 December 12, 2007 
have undergone that training. That is 
one of the thrusts of the article from 
the Texas Medicine piece, that doctors 
do tend to locate close to where they 
are trained, so if we can expand the 
number of primary care residencies in 
medically underserved areas with high- 
need residencies, we will find that we 
actually attract more physicians to 
those areas. That is a vastly preferable 
way of dealing with some of the man-
power shortages than just simply tell-
ing people where they have to go. 

Under the issue of medical liability 
reform, let me just share briefly some 
of the experiences we have had in the 
State of Texas because it has been a 
good story. The State of Texas in 2003 
passed some reforms that were based 
off of the 1975 law that was passed in 
the State of California called the Med-
ical Injury Compensation Reform Act 
of 1975, you see the acronym for Med-
ical Injury Compensation Reform Act, 
and this has been an astounding suc-
cess in the State of Texas. Medical li-
ability insurers were leaving the State 
in droves. We were down to two liabil-
ity insurers my last active year of 
practice 2002, and let me tell you, you 
don’t get much price competition when 
you have only got two liability insur-
ers in your State. By invoking this bill 
and passing a constitutional amend-
ment that allowed the bill to stand 
placing a cap on noneconomic dam-
ages, $250,000 for the doctor, $250,000 for 
the hospital, $250,000 for a second hos-
pital or nursing home, if one is in-
volved, by trifurcating that cap for 
noneconomic damages, we really feel 
that we have a system in place that 
does adequately compensate patients 
who are injured, and at the same time 
provide some stability in the medical 
liability insurance market that they 
needed to be able to look to Texas as a 
place where they wanted to do busi-
ness. And they have. They have come 
back to the State. We have got many 
more insurers now than we, in fact, had 
before the exodus started in the early 
2000s. 

Most importantly, they have come 
back into the State without an in-
crease in premiums. Texas Medical Li-
ability Trust, my old insurer of record, 
the premium reductions and the divi-
dends paid back to their shareholders 
aggregate to about a 22 percent reduc-
tion in medical liability insurance. 
And mind you, my last year of prac-
tice, I recall medical liability pre-
miums going up by significant amounts 
year over year over year, and now we 
have seen an aggregate 22 percent re-
duction since passage of this bill in 
2003. 

A lot of times when I talk about med-
icine, I talk about the fact that I am 
optimistic. I think medicine is on the 
cusp of a significant transformation. 
When you look at the last century, and 
there was kind of some instructive pe-
riods, the period of 1910 when, boy, we 
are really coming out of the dark ages 
of medicine. Prior to that time, the ac-
cepted methods of practice, blistering, 

burning and bleeding were what were 
practiced by physicians, and everyone 
thought you were a good doctor if you 
did those things. We were leaving those 
days behind. We were coming into the 
time of anesthesia, we were coming 
into the time of modern blood banking, 
vaccinations had become available, 
new ways of looking at public health 
and public sanitation. And at the same 
time, all those advances happening in 
the science of medicine, we had some 
social change that was occurring as 
well, and part of it occurred up here at 
the United States Congress with the 
commissioning of a group called the 
Flexner Commission. Ultimately they 
produced what was called the Flexner 
Report that directly addressed the dis-
crepancies in medical training and in 
medical schools across the country. It 
was the standardization of medical 
school curricula as a result of the 
Flexner Report, and albeit that func-
tion was then taken over by States, but 
it was that standardization of medical 
curricula that allowed for medicine to 
capitalize on all those good things that 
were happening around that time. 

Well, jump ahead to the middle of the 
1940s, we are in the middle of the Sec-
ond World War, penicillin had been dis-
covered a few decades before, but it 
wasn’t really commercially available 
because no one had really perfected the 
process. 

During the war, an American com-
pany working in this country was able 
to produce penicillin on a scale never 
before imagined. It was cheaply com-
mercially produced for the first time in 
1943 or 1944 and, in fact, was available 
to treat our soldiers who were injured 
at the landing of Normandy, and many 
lives and limbs that otherwise would 
have been lost as a consequence of in-
fection following those wartime inju-
ries were, in fact, saved because of the 
introduction of penicillin. It went from 
being a laboratory curiosity to some-
thing that was readily available, inex-
pensive and available to almost any 
doctor practicing. 

At the same time, cortisone, again 
introduced many years ago before but a 
commercial process developed by Percy 
Julian, a Ph.D. biochemist, an African- 
American that we honored in this 
House during the last Congress because 
of his contributions to medicine. He de-
veloped a way to mass-produce corti-
sone using a soybean as a precursor. 

So suddenly you had an antibiotic 
and you had a potent anti-inflam-
matory. These two powerful medical 
tools placed into the hands of our prac-
titioners in this country, and, again, at 
the same time you had a significant so-
cial change because of the Second 
World War and wage and price controls 
that President Roosevelt put into place 
to prevent inflation, those wage and 
price controls were putting a damper 
on employers being able to keep their 
employees satisfied and happy. So they 
said, look, can we offer benefits like re-
tirement plans and health insurance. 
The Supreme Court weighed in and said 

yes, you can, and not only that, you 
can provide those as a pretax expense. 

b 2245 

Well, suddenly you go just almost 
overnight to the era of employer-de-
rived health insurance. And it was ex-
tremely popular, extremely popular. It 
persisted after the war was over and 
wage and price controls were removed. 
But, again, it was a time when the 
science of medicine was changing rap-
idly and the social structure around 
medicine was changing rapidly. 

The same can be said for the middle 
1960s. For the first time we had anti- 
psychotic medications available. Prior 
to that, we had only restraints to treat 
people who were badly mentally ill. We 
also had the introduction of 
antidepressants. 

We had the introduction of newer hy-
pertensive drugs. Remember, just a 
generation before we lost our Presi-
dent, Franklin Roosevelt, to the rav-
ages of unchecked hypertension. In the 
1960s we could treat that. 

At the same time, we had the intro-
duction of Medicare and then subse-
quently Medicaid. Suddenly the Fed-
eral Government had a large and pro-
found footprint and a profound influ-
ence over the practice of medicine. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we are on the 
cusp of just such a transformational 
time right now. I think the changes oc-
curring in information technology, the 
speed with which we learn things, is 
now unlike any time in this country’s 
past. 

Think of this: People are going to be 
able to go and with a relatively inex-
pensive test have their human genomes 
sequenced. They will be able to know, 
as more and more is found out about 
the human genome, what diseases may 
pose a risk for them in the future, what 
things they are not at risk for, power-
ful information that is going to be in 
the hands of our patients. 

They are going to come to the office 
with this information in hand. It won’t 
be a test that we order them to take or 
that we request them to take, but 
think of the difference in the practice 
of medicine. In the 1980s, I would tell 
someone a diagnosis. They would ask 
me what I was going to do about it. In 
the 1990s, I would give a diagnosis. 
They would go home, look it up on the 
Internet and come back and tell me 
what I was supposed to be doing about 
it. Now patients are going to come in 
with genetic information in hand say, 
this is what I am at risk for. What are 
you going to do to prevent it, doctor? 

It will be an entirely different way, 
an entirely new paradigm, an entirely 
different way of approaching the prac-
tice of medicine, a transformational 
time. Yet, at the same time, if Con-
gress does not, does not invoke the 
right policies, Congress is inherently a 
transactional body. We heard the 
House Policy Chairman talking about 
that in the last hour. Congress is inher-
ently transactional. We redistribute in-
come. We take things from one group 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:17 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12DE7.184 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H15407 December 12, 2007 
and give it to another. The trans-
actional can become the enemy of the 
transformational. 

Our former Speaker, Newt Gingrich, 
is famous for saying ‘‘real change re-
quires real change.’’ I believe that to 
be true. I think that is his second prin-
ciple of transformation. And, more to 
the point, this is a time of real change, 
and medicine is really changing under 
our feet. Whether we like it or not, 
whether we think we can control it or 
not, it doesn’t matter. Medicine is 
changing. That real change requires us 
to change how we think about and how 
we approach these problems. The old 
ways, the SGR formulas of the 20th 
century, aren’t going to work in the 
21st century. They cannot be allowed 
to impede the incredible trans-
formation that stretches before us. 

Mr. Speaker, before I wrap up, I do 
want to mention one additional bill 
that I introduced recently, and Mem-
bers may want to consider adding 
themselves as cosponsors. It is H.R. 
4190. 

This is an interesting bill, because we 
talk in this House about what are we 
going to do about the uninsured. And 
we all sit back and think big thoughts 
about what we are going to do about 
the uninsured. Well, H.R. 4190 actually 
moves that process along in kind of a 
different way. 

H.R. 4190 would take health insur-
ance benefits away from Members of 
Congress. Yes, it would provide a 
voucher to Members of Congress to buy 
health insurance, but we would no 
longer be participants in the Federal 
Employee Health Benefits Plan. We 
would become uninsured, and it would 
force us to look at the market, what is 
available for someone who doesn’t have 
insurance. 

It might cause us to be a little more 
clever about some of the things we do 
in our Tax Code, and perhaps we 
wouldn’t be so punitive toward people 
who want to individually own their in-
surance policy as opposed to someone 
who wants to get it from their em-
ployer. So it would be an entirely dif-
ferent way for Members of Congress to 
approach this problem. Quite honestly, 
I don’t expect a long line of cosponsors 
when I get back to my office later to-
night, but I would like for Members to 
think about this. 

It is terribly difficult for us to come 
up with solutions when we are sitting 
back in a situation where we are insu-
lated, we are anesthetized, where we 
are never going to have to face those 
types of decisions and those types of 
problems that our constituents face on 
a daily basis. 

We also need to be more careful 
about how we talk about people who 
are uninsured. We toss around numbers 
and basically use them as political 
bludgeons or political wedges. We need 
to be more specific when we talk about 
the specific demographic groups that 
are contained within that large number 
of people who are labeled ‘‘the unin-
sured.’’ 

A significant number, 10 percent in 
some estimates, are people who are 
university students or just graduated 
from the university. These are people 
who are generally healthy and rel-
atively inexpensive to insure. We ought 
to find a way to make that happen. We 
ought to find a way to at least allow 
the possibility and ability for that de-
mographic group to purchase insur-
ance. Twenty percent of the number 
actually earn enough money to buy 
health insurance. They just don’t see 
the reason or necessity in doing so. 

A lot of that is cost driven. It is price 
driven. We have done things to insur-
ance policies to make them so expen-
sive. We are unequal in our tax treat-
ment for individuals who want to indi-
vidually own their policies. 

We need to look at those things, be-
cause, again, if we made the product af-
fordable, if we made it desirable, again, 
if we put products out there that peo-
ple would actually want, then they are 
more likely to participate. I think that 
is vastly, vastly superior to simply 
saying there is going to be an indi-
vidual mandate or a State mandate or 
an employer mandate where people will 
be required to line up and file into 
these programs. 

Let’s approach it differently. Let’s 
create the programs so that people 
want them, rather than creating the 
condition that forces people into pro-
grams that maybe they want and 
maybe they don’t want, but we will 
never know because we never ask. 

But we can be more insightful. In 
fact, we can be more valuable to the 
American people if we will think about 
things in terms of who is involved in 
the demographics of that large group of 
the number of uninsured, and how can 
we best approach that in a way that we 
are producing or providing the environ-
ment for them to be able to have that 
insurance coverage that they desire. 

Well, there is a lot left unsaid at this 
point. I do appreciate the indulgence of 
the Chair. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CLEAVER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. CLYBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLEAVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SPRATT, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, December 19. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, December 19. 

Mr. LAHOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 793. An act to provide for the expansion 
and improvement of traumatic brain injury 
programs; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 365. An act to provide for a research 
program for remediation of closed meth-
amphetamine production laboratories, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 4252. An act to provide for an addi-
tional temporary extension of programs 
under the Small Business Act and the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958 through May 
23, 2008, and for other purposes. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House reports that on December 11, 
2007 she presented to the President of 
the United States, for his approval, the 
following bills. 

H.R. 710. To amend the National Organ 
Transplant Act to provide that criminal pen-
alties do not apply to paired donations of 
human kidneys, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3315. To provide that the great hall of 
the Capitol Visitor Center shall be known as 
Emancipation Hall. 

H.R. 3688. To implement the United States- 
Peru Trade Promotion Agreement. 

H.R. 4118. To exclude from gross income 
payments from the Hokie Spirit Memorial 
Fund to the victims of the tragic event at 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State Uni-
versity. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 53 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, December 13, 2007, 
at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

4522. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Watermelon Re-
search and Promotion Plan; Assessment In-
crease [Doc. No. AMS-FV-07-0038; FV-07-701] 
received December 10, 2007, pursuant to 5 
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

4523. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Mango Promotion, 
Research, and Information Order; Amend-
ment to Term of Office Provision [Docket 
No. AMS-FV-07-0042; FV-07-702FR] received 
November 27, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

4524. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Citrus Canker; Movement of Fruit 
From Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 
APHIS-2007-0022-3] (RIN: 0579-AC34) received 
November 26, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

4525. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Indian Tribal Land Acquisition Pro-
gram Loan Writedowns (RIN: 0560-AG87) re-
ceived October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

4526. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Bacillus Thuringiensis 
Vip3Aa19 Protein in Cotton; Extension of a 
Temporary Exemption From the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0575; 
FRL-8340-4] received December 4, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

4527. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Ethalfluralin; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0195; FRL-8342- 
2] received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

4528. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pesticide Tolerance Crop 
Grouping Program [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0766; 
FRL-8343-1] (RIN: 2070-AJ28) received Decem-
ber 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

4529. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Spinosad; Pesticide Tol-
erance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0310; FRL-8339-8] 
received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

4530. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Sethoxydim; Pesticide Tol-
erance Technical Amendment [EPA-HQ- 
OPP-2006-0321; FRL-8153-5] received Novem-
ber 15, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

4531. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pendimethalin; Pesticide 
Tolerance Technical Amendment [EPA-HQ- 
OPP-2006-0995; FRL-8134-6] received Novem-
ber 15, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

4532. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Isoxadifen-ethyl; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0305; FRL-8156- 
6] received November 15, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

4533. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Cyprodinil; Time-Limited 
Pesticide Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0119; 
FRL-8156-8] received November 15, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

4534. A letter from the Counsel for Legisla-
tion and Regulations, Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — HUD Acquisi-
tion Regulation (HUDAR) Debarment and 
Suspension Procedures [Docket No. FR-5098- 
F-02] (RIN: 2535-AA28) received December 4, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

4535. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Bu-
reau of Public Debt, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Offering and Governing Regula-
tions for Series EE and Series I Savings 
Bonds, TreasuryDirect. — received November 
27, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

4536. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Expanded Examination Cycle for 
Certain Small Insured Depository Institu-
tions and U.S. Branches and Agencies of For-
eign Banks [Docket ID OCC-2007-00014] (RIN: 
1557-AD02) received October 10, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

4537. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule — Extension of Time Period 
for Quarterly Reporting of Bank Officers’ 
and Certain Employees’ Personal Securities 
Transactions (RIN: 3064-AD20) received De-
cember 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

4538. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Federal Student Aid Pro-
grams [Docket ID ED-2007-OPE-0134] (RIN: 
1840-AC91) received November 8, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

4539. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Federal Perkins Loan 
Program, Federal Family Education Loan 
Program, and William D. Ford Federal Di-
rect Loan Program (RIN: 1840-AC88) received 
October 10, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

4540. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule — 
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single- 
Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions for 
Valuing and Paying Benefits — received No-
vember 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

4541. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule — 
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single- 
Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions for 
Valuing and Paying Benefits — received Sep-
tember 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

4542. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Mgmt. Staff, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Applications 
for Food and Drug Administration Applica-
tion Approval to Market a New Drug; Revi-
sion of Postmarketing Reporting Require-
ments [Docket No. 2000N-1545 (formerly 00N- 
1545)] received November 13, 2007, pursuant to 

5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4543. A letter from the Director, OSHA Di-
rectorate of Standards and Guidance, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Employer Payment for 
Personal Protective Equipment [Dockets S- 
042 (OSHA docket office) and OSHA-S042- 
2006-0667 (regulations.gov)] (RIN No.: 1218- 
AB77) received November 9, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4544. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia; 
Redesignation of 8-Hour Ozone Nonattain-
ment Areas to Attainment and Approval of 
the Areas’ Maintenance Plans and 2002 Base- 
Year Inventories; Correction [EPA-R03-OAR- 
2006-0353; EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0476; EPA-R03- 
OAR-2005-VA-0007; EPA-R03-OAR-2005-VA- 
0013; EPA-R03-OAR-2005-0548; EPA-R03-OAR- 
2006-0485; EPA-R03-OAR-2006-0682; EPA-R03- 
OAR-2006-0692; EPA-R03-OAR-2006-0817; FRL- 
8500-8] Received December 4, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4545. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary-
land; Amendments to the Control of VOC 
Emissions from Consumer Products [EPA- 
R03-OAR-2007-0794; FRL-8500-6] received De-
cember 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4546. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Min-
nesota; [EPA-R05-OAR-2006-1021; FRL-8501-3] 
received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

4547. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Vir-
ginia; Amendments Extending the Applica-
bility of Four Consumer and Commercial 
Product Regulations to the Fredericksburg 
Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Emissions 
Control Area [EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0479; FRL- 
8500-9] received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4548. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans Georgia: Enhanced 
Inspection and Maintenance Plan [EPA-R04- 
OAR-2007-1059-200748a; FRL-8503-1] received 
December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4549. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; State of Missouri; 
General Conformity [EPA-R07-OAR-2007-1055; 
FRL-8502-2] received December 4, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

4550. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Saint Regis Mohawk’s Tribal Implementa-
tion Plan; [EPA-R02-OAR-2004-TR-0001; FRL- 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:48 Dec 13, 2007 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00090 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L12DE7.000 H12DEPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H15409 December 12, 2007 
8488-9] received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4551. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Change in Deadline for 
Rulemaking to Address the Control of Emis-
sions from New Marine Compression-Ignition 
Engines at or Above 30 Liters per Cylinder 
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0120; FRL-8502-6] (RIN: 
2060-A026) received December 4, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

4552. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Interpretation of the Na-
tional Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
PM2.5 — Correcting and Simplifying Amend-
ment [EPA-HQ-OAR-2001-0017; FRL-8502-3] 
(RIN: 2060-A059) received December 4, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

4553. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Outer Continental Shelf Air 
Regulations Consistency Update for Cali-
fornia [OAR-2004-0091; FRL-8479-6] received 
October 10, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4554. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mohe-
gan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut [EPA- 
R01-OAR-2005-TR-0001; A-1-FRL-8491-7] re-
ceived November 8, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4555. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, Antelope Valley 
Air Quality Management District [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2007-1013; FRL-8496-7] received Novem-
ber 15, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

4556. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Redesignation of the Scranton/ 
Wilkes-Barre 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment 
Area to Attainment and Approval of the 
Area’s Maintenance Plan and 2002 Base Year 
Inventory [EPA-R03-OAR-2007-0605; FRL- 
8697-1] received November 15, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

4557. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Maine; 
Emission Statements Reporting and Defini-
tions [EPA-R01-OAR-2006-0704; A-1-FRL-8492- 
1] received November 15, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

4558. A letter from the Associate Managing 
Director, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — In the Matter of Comprehensive Re-
view of the Universal Service Fund Manage-
ment, Administration, and Oversight Fed-
eral-State Joint Board on Universal Service 
Schools and Libraries Universal Service Sup-
port Mechanism Rural Health Care Support 
Mechanism Lifeline and Link-Up Changes to 
the Board of Directors for the National Ex-
change Carrier Association, Inc. [WC Docket 
No. 05-195 CC Docket No. 96-45 CC Docket No. 

02-6 WC Docket No. 02-60 WC Docket No. 03- 
109 CC Docket No. 97-21] Received December 
4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

4559. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 08- 
13, concerning the Department of the Navy’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
United Kingdom for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

4560. A letter from the Administrator, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting the semiannual report on the 
activities of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod ending September 30, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

4561. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting the 
Commission’s Performance and Account-
ability Report for fiscal year 2007, pursuant 
to the Government Performance and Results 
Act of 1993 and the Office of Management and 
Budget Memorandum M-04-20; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

4562. A letter from the Chief Executive Of-
ficer, Corporation for National & Community 
Service, transmitting the Corporation’s Re-
port on Final Action as a result of Audits in 
respect to the semiannual report of the Of-
fice of the Inspector General for the period 
from April 1, 2007 through September 30, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), 
section 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

4563. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting 
the semiannual report of the Inspector Gen-
eral for the period April 1, 2007 through Sep-
tember 30, 2007, pursuant to Public Law 95- 
452, section 5; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

4564. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the 
Semiannual Management Report to Congress 
for April 1, 2007 through September 1, 2007 
and the Inspector General’s Semiannual Re-
port for the same period, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

4565. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Department of Veterans Affairs, transmit-
ting the semiannual report on activities of 
the Inspector General for the period April 1, 
2007, through September 30, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

4566. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Endowment for the Humanities, transmit-
ting the Performance and Accountability Re-
port for fiscal year 2007, as required by OMB 
Circular Number A-11; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

4567. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the semiannual report on activities of the In-
spector General for the period of April 1, 2007 
through September 30, 2007 and the Manage-
ment Response for the same period, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), section 5(b); 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

4568. A letter from the Assistant Director, 
Fisheries & Habitat Conservation, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Injurious Wildlife 
Species; Black Carp (Mylopharyngodon 
piceus) (RIN: 1018-AG70) received October 18, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

4569. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; Atlantic 
Bluefin Tuna Fisheries (RIN: 0648-XD44) re-
ceived December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4570. A letter from the Director Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska 
[Docket No. 070213032-7032-01] (RIN: 0648- 
XD59) received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4571. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator For Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod 
Allocations in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Management Area; Correction [Dock-
et No. 0612242903-7445-03; I.D. 112006I] (RIN: 
0648-AU48) received November 6, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

4572. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive 
Zone off Alaska; Shallow-Water Species 
Fishery by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the 
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 070213032-7032-01] 
(RIN: 0648-XC26) received December 4, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

4573. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act 
Provisions; Fisheries Off West Coast States; 
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Biennial 
Specifications and Management Measures; 
Correction [Docket No. 070830493-7496-01; I.D. 
082806B] (RIN: 0648-AV95) received October 9, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

4574. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod in the Bering 
Sea and Aleutian Islands [Docket No. 
070213033-7033-01] (RIN: 0648-XD14) received 
October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4575. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher 
Processor Vessels Using Hook-and-line Gear 
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No. 070213033-7033-01] 
(RIN: 0648-XD11) received October 23, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

4576. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Bluefish Fishery; Quota 
Transfer [Docket No. 061109296-7009-02] (RIN: 
0648-XC67) received October 23, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 
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4577. A letter from the Acting Director Of-

fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States and 
in the Western Pacific; Modifications of the 
West Coast Commercial Salmon Fishery; 
Inseason Action #8 and #9 [Docket No. 
070430095-7095-01] (RIN: 0648-XC71) received 
October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4578. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States and 
in the Western Pacific; Modifications of the 
West Coast Commercial Salmon Fishery; 
Inseason Action #10 and #11 [Docket No. 
070430095-7095-01] (RIN: 0648-XC77) received 
October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4579. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States and 
in the Western Pacific; Modifications of the 
West Coast Commercial Salmon Fishery; 
Inseason Action #5, #6 and #7 [Docket No. 
070430095-7095-01] (RIN: 0648-XC69) received 
October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4580. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States and 
in the Western Pacific; Modifications of the 
West Coast Commercial Salmon Fishery; 
Inseason Action #3 and #4 [Docket No. 
070430095-7095-01] (RIN: 0648-XB09) received 
October 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4581. A letter from the Director Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive Zone 
Off Alaska; Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska 
[Docket No. 070213032-7032-01] (RIN: 0648- 
XD41) received November 5, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4582. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States; 
Highly Migratory Species Fisheries [Docket 
No. 0612243162-7541-02; I.D. 032607A] (RIN: 0648- 
AU77) received November 5, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4583. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Herring Fishery; Total Al-
lowable Catch Harvested for Management 
Area 1A [Docket No. 061228342-7068-02] (RIN: 
0648-XD55) received November 6, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

4584. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries in the Western Pacific; Pre-
cious Corals Fisheries [Docket No. 0612242929- 
7490-02] (RIN: 0648-AT93) received November 
6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

4585. A letter from the Under Secretary 
and Director, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
April 2007 Revision of Patent Cooperation 
Treaty Procedures [Docket No. PTO-C-2006- 
0057] (RIN: 0651-AC09) received September 10, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

4586. A letter from the Chief, Regulatory 
Management Division, Office of the Execu-
tive Secretariat, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — New Classification for Victims 
of Criminal Activity; Eligibility for ‘‘U’’ 
Nonimmigrant Status [CIS No. 2170-05; DHS 
Docket No. USCIS-2006-0069] (RIN: 1615-AA67) 
received September 18, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

4587. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army for Civil Works, Department of 
Defense, transmitting the Department’s fea-
sibility report and environmental assess-
ment of the Flood Damage Reduction 
Project for the Roseau River, Roseau, Min-
nesota; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

4588. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for Hazardous Materials Safety, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Hazardous Ma-
terials: Revision and Reformatting of Re-
quirements for the Authorization to Use 
International Transport Standards and Reg-
ulations; Correction [Docket No. PHMSA- 
2005-23141(HM-215F)] (RIN: 2137-AE01) re-
ceived October 19, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4589. A letter from the FMSCA Regulatory 
Ombudsman, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Fees for Unified Carrier Registration Plan 
and Agreement [Docket No. FMSCA-2007- 
27871] (RIN: 2126-AB09) received October 19, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4590. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
Weather Takeoff Minimums; Miscellaneous 
Amendments [Docket No. 30521 Amdt. No. 
3192] received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4591. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
Weather Takeoff Minimums; Miscellaneous 
Amendments [Docket No. 30519 Amdt. No. 
3190] received December 4, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4592. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Re-
cording of Major Repairs and Major Alter-
natives [Docket No. FAA-2007-2863 1; Amdt. 
No. 43-41] (RIN: 2120-AJ11) received October 
19, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4593. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — IFR 
Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No. 30564; Amdt. No. 469] received 
November 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4594. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 

30568; Amdt. No. 3234] received November 6, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4595. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar-
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No. 30567; Amdt. 3233] received No-
vember 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4596. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 
30566; Amdt. No. 3232] received November 6, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4597. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar-
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No. 30565; Amdt. No. 3231] received 
November 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4598. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 
30563; Amdt. No. 3230] received November 6, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4599. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
Weather Takeoff Minimums; Miscellaneous 
Amendments [Docket No. 30562, Amdt. 3299] 
received November 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4600. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
Weather Takeoff Minimums; Miscellaneous 
Amendments [Docket No. 30560, Amdt. 3227] 
received November 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4601. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Pacific Aerospace 
Corporation, Ltd/ Model 750XL Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-27865 Directorate Iden-
tifier 2007-CE-039-AD; Amendment 39-15191; 
AD 2007-19-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received De-
cember 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4602. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas 
Model 717-200 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA- 
2006-26043; Directorate Identifier 2005-NM-010- 
AD] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received December 5, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4603. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; General Electric Com-
pany CF6-80E1 Series Turbofan Engines 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-28726; Directorate 
Identifier 2007-NE-32-AD] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived December 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4604. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A318, 
A319, A320, and A321 Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2007-27776; Directorate Identifier 2006- 
NM-170-AD] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received De-
cember 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4605. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Avions Marcel 
Dassault-Breguet Model Falcon 10 Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2007-27983; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-NM-192-AD; Amendment 39- 
15188; AD 2007-18-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
December 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4606. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Piaggio Aero Indus-
tries S.p.A Model P-180 Airplanes [Docket 
No. FAA-2007-27975 Directorate Identifier 
2007-CE-041-AD; Amendment 39-15187; AD 
2007-18-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received Decem-
ber 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

4607. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney 
JT9D-7R4 Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 
FAA-2005-23072; Directorate Identifier 2005- 
NE-38-AD; Amendment 39-15186; AD 2007-18- 
06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received December 5, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

4608. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A330 
and A340 Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
29073; Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-179-AD; 
Amendment 39-15184; AD 2007-18-04] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received December 5, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4609. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; General Electric Com-
pany CF34-1A, -3A, -3A1, -3A2, -3B, and -3B1 
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
27687; Directorate Identifier 2000-NE-42-AD; 
Amendment 39-15179; AD 2007-07-07R1] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received December 5, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4610. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Enstrom Helicopter 
Corporation Model F-28A, F-28C, F-28F, TH- 
28, 280, 280C, 280F, 280FX, 480, and 480B Heli-
copters [Docket No. FAA-2006-26771; Direc-
torate Identifier 2005-SW-07-AD; Amendment 
39-15059; AD 2007-11-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived December 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4611. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney Can-
ada (P&WC PW535A Turbofan Engines; Cor-
rection [Docket No. FAA-2006-26112; Direc-
torate Identifier 2006-NE-35-AD; Amendment 
39-14837; AD 2006-24-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived December 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4612. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747-100, 
747-100B, 747-100B SUD, 747-200B, 747-200C, 747- 
300, 747-400, 747-400D, 747SR, and 747SP Series 
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2077-27525; Direc-
torate Identifier 2006-NM-159-AD; Amend-
ment 39-15089; AD 2007-12-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received December 5, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4613. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airplace; Beaver, UT 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-26364; Airspace Docket 
No. 06-ANM-12] received October 19, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

4614. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment to Restricted Areas R-3702A and 
R-3702B; Fort Campbell, KY [Docket No. 
FAA-2007-27850; Airspace Docket No. 07-ASO- 
5] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received October 19, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

4615. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Ruby, AK [Docket 
No. FAA-2007-28148; Airspace Docket No. 07- 
AAL-09] received October 19, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4616. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Noatak, AK [Dock-
et No. FAA-2007-28147; Airspace Docket No. 
07-AAL-08] received October 19, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

4617. A letter from the Director of Regula-
tions Management, Department of Veterans 
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Transfer of Duties of Former VA 
Board of Contract Appeals (RIN: 2900-AM73) 
received November 19, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

4618. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary Textiles and Apparel, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Imports of Certain Cotton Shift-
ing Fabric: Implementation of Tariff Rate 
Quota Established Under the Tax Relief and 
Health Care Act of 2006 [Docket Number: 
070712324-7325-01] (RIN: 0625-AA74) received 
December 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4619. A letter from the Federal Register 
Certifying Officer, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Payment of Federal Taxes and the 
Treasury Tax and Loan Program (RIN: 1510- 
AB01) received October 12, 2007, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4620. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Payments Made by Reason of a Salary Re-
duction Agreement [TD 9367] (RIN: 1545- 
BH00) received November 16, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4621. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 26 
CFR 601.201: Rulings and determination let-
ters. (Rev. Proc. 2008-7) received November 
16, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4622. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Section 45H. —-Credit for Pro-
duction of Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel (Rev. 
Proc. 2007-69) received November 16, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4623. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Returns Required on Magnetic Media [TD 
9363] (RIN: 1545-BD65) received November 16, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4624. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Sec-
tion 995.-Taxation of DISC Income to Share-
holders (Rev. Rul. 2007-64) received December 
4, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4625. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Trust Arrangements Purporting to Pro-
vide Nondiscriminatory Post-Retirement 
Medical and Life Insurance Benefits [Notice 
2007-84] received October 23, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4626. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Section 419.-Treatment of Funded Welfare 
Benefit Plans 26 CFR 1.419-1T: Treatment of 
welfare benefit funds. (Also, 264, 7805; 
301.7805-1.) (Rev. Rul. 2007-65) received Octo-
ber 23, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4627. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Abusive Trust Arrangements Utilizing 
Cash Value Life Insurance Policies Purport-
edly to Provide Welfare Benefits [Notice 
2007-83] received October 23, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4628. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— 26 CFR 601.105: Examination of returns and 
claims for refund, credit or abatement; de-
termination of correct tax liability. (Rev. 
Proc. 2007-62) received October 15, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4629. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rail-
road Track Maintenance Credit [TD 9365] 
(RIN: 1545-BE90) received November 16, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4630. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Section 61. -Gross Income Defined 26 CFR 
1.61-1: Gross income. (Also 134, 140; 1.6041-1.) 
(Rev. Rul. 2007-69) received November 16, 
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4631. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Payments from the Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund [Notice 2007-96] received No-
vember 16, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4632. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Notification Requirement for 
Tax-Exempt Entities Not Currently Required 
to File [TD 9366] (RIN: 1545-BG38) received 
November 16, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4633. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Infor-
mation Reporting on Employer-Owned Life 
Insurance Contracts [TD 9364] (RIN: 1545- 
BG59) received November 16, 2007, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4634. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Payments from the Presidential Election 
Campaign Fund [Notice 2007-96] received No-
vember 16, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4635. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Section 42.—Low-Income Housing Credit 
(Rev. Rul. 2007-62) received October 15, 2007, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2537. A bill to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act relating to beach monitoring, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
110–491). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 869. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 69) making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 2008, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 110–492). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi (for 
himself and Mr. WICKER): 

H.R. 4457. A bill to establish the Mis-
sissippi Delta National Heritage Area and 
the Mississippi Hills National Heritage Area, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ELLSWORTH (for himself, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. HIGGINS, Ms. HIRONO, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. MOORE 
of Wisconsin, Mr. SESTAK, and Mr. 
SHULER): 

H.R. 4458. A bill to amend chapter 6 of title 
5, United States Code (commonly known as 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act), to ensure 
complete analysis of potential impacts on 
small entities of rules, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in addition to the Committee on Small 
Business, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. SHADEGG: 
H.R. 4459. A bill to amend section 404 of the 

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 to allow public in-
stitutions of higher education to use the em-
ployment eligibility confirmation system es-
tablished under that section to verify immi-

gration status for purposes of determining 
eligibility for in-State tuition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Education and Labor, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SHADEGG (for himself, Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE, Mr. AKIN, Mr. DAVID 
DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. FORTUÑO, 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. WELDON 
of Florida, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. CAMP-
BELL of California, Ms. FOXX, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
BROWN of South Carolina, Mr. DANIEL 
E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Mr. WAMP, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, 
Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mrs. CUBIN, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. SOUDER, 
Mr. RENZI, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. HERGER, Mr. PLATTS, 
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mrs. BACHMANN, and Mr. 
FLAKE): 

H.R. 4460. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for coopera-
tive governing of individual health insurance 
coverage offered in interstate commerce; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORE of Kansas (for himself, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of 
Florida, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Ms. BEAN, and Ms. MATSUI): 

H.R. 4461. A bill to promote and enhance 
the operation of local building code enforce-
ment administration across the country by 
establishing a competitive Federal matching 
grant program; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Ms. GRANGER (for herself, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

H.R. 4462. A bill to authorize the award of 
a congressional gold medal on behalf of the 
Native Americans who served as Code Talk-
ers during foreign conflicts in which the 
United States was involved during the 20th 
Century in recognition of their heroic and 
dramatic contributions to the Nation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

By Mr. COSTELLO (for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. SHIMKUS, and Mr. 
WHITFIELD): 

H.R. 4463. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the quality of care 
provided to veterans in Department of Vet-
erans Affairs medical facilities, to encourage 
highly qualified doctors to serve in hard-to- 
fill positions in such medical facilities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. AKIN, 
Mr. BAKER, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Ten-
nessee, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. FEENEY, 
Ms. FOXX, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HELLER, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. MARCHANT, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 

PETRI, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. ROGERS of 
Kentucky, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. WESTMORELAND, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska): 

H.R. 4464. A bill to ensure that an employer 
may require employees to speak English 
while engaged in work; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. SHULER): 

H.R. 4465. A bill to reduce temporarily the 
duty on certain acrylic synthetic staple 
fiber; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia: 
H.R. 4466. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on formulated product 
KROVAR IDF; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia: 
H.R. 4467. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on diuron; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia: 
H.R. 4468. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on N,N- 
dimethylpiperidinium chloride; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia: 
H.R. 4469. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on linuron; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. SHULER): 

H.R. 4470. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on certain acrylic synthetic staple 
fiber; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. SHULER): 

H.R. 4471. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on certain acrylic synthetic staple 
fiber; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. SHULER): 

H.R. 4472. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on certain acrylic synthetic staple 
fiber; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. SHULER): 

H.R. 4473. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on certain acrylic synthetic staple 
fiber; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4474. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on yarn of carded cashmere yarn coars-
er than 19.35 metric; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4475. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on yarn of carded camel hair yarn; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4476. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on yarn of combed cash-
mere or yarn of camel hair; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4477. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on yarn of carded cash-
mere of 19.35 metric yarn count or finer; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4478. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on camel hair, processed 
beyond the degreased or carbonized condi-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4479. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on waste of camel hair; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4480. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on camel hair, carded or 
combed; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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By Mr. COURTNEY: 

H.R. 4481. A bill to extend the temporary 
suspension of duty on woven fabrics con-
taining 85 percent or more by weight of vi-
cuna hair; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4482. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on camel hair, not proc-
essed in any manner beyond the degreased or 
carbonized condition; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4483. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on noils of camel hair; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4484. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on fine animal hair of 
Kashmire (cashmere) goats; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 4485. A bill to extend and revise the 

temporary suspension of duty on Biaxially 
oriented polypropylene dielectric film; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4486. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, homopolymer, oxydi- 
2,1-ethanediyl; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4487. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, polymer with alpha- 
hydro-Omega-hydroxypoly (oxy-1,4- 
butanediyl); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4488. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, polymer with 2,2- 
bis(hydroxymethyl)-1, 3-propanediol; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4489. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, homopolymer; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4490. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone,polymer with 1,4- 
butanediol; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4491. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone polymer, 1-3- 
isobenzofuranedione terminated; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4492. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, polymer with 1,6- 
hexanediol; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4493. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, polymer with 2-ethyl- 
2-(hydroxymethyl)-1,3-propanediol; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULBERSON: 
H.R. 4494. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Oxepanone, polymer with 2,2-di-
methyl-1,3-propanediol; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee: 
H.R. 4495. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to en-
sure that the Impact Aid program of the De-
partment of Education guarantees full fund-
ing under current formulas to local edu-
cational agencies in which the Federal Gov-
ernment owns at least 50 percent of the land; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee: 
H.R. 4496. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to en-
sure that the Impact Aid program of the De-
partment of Education guarantees that each 
eligible local educational agency receives at 
least the same percentage of the maximum 
payment under current formulas as the per-

centage of its land owned by the Federal 
Government; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee 
(for himself, Mr. SHADEGG, and Mr. 
SHULER): 

H.R. 4497. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of De-
fense to prohibit the use of gambling devices 
on Department of Defense property; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GRAVES: 
H.R. 4498. A bill to amend title III of the 

PROTECT Act to modify the standards for 
the issuance of alerts through the AMBER 
Alert communications network to assist in 
facilitating the recovery of abducted 
newborns; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. HERGER: 
H.R. 4499. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain musical instruments; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER: 
H.R. 4500. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain compasses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER: 
H.R. 4501. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain Christmas tree lamps; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER: 
H.R. 4502. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain Christmas tree lamps; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER: 
H.R. 4503. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain ski equipment; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. REYES, 
Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas): 

H.R. 4504. A bill to authorize the Inter-
national Boundary and Water Commission to 
reimburse State and local governments of 
the States of Arizona, California, New Mex-
ico, and Texas for expenses incurred by such 
a government in designing, constructing, and 
rehabilitating water projects under the juris-
diction of such Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4505. A bill to suspend temporarliy the 

duty on NORBLOC 7966; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4506. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Fungaflor 500 EC; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4507. A bill to extend the temporary 

reduction of duty on palm fatty acid dis-
tillate; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4508. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Compound T3028; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4509. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Cetalox; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 4510. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Dimethyl malonate; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 4511. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on certain electrical 
transformers; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 4512. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on certain electrical 
transformers; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 4513. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on certain 6-volt bat-
teries; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 4514. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on certain 12-volt bat-
teries; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York (for 
herself and Mr. CHABOT): 

H.R. 4515. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on 2-Hydroxypropylmethylcellulose; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PERLMUTTER: 
H.R. 4516. A bill to require manufacturers 

of consumer products to provide information 
on their Internet website relating to the lo-
cation where products are manufactured or 
assembled; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: 
H.R. 4517. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 4-Vinylbenzenesulfonic acid, sodium 
salt hydrate; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: 
H.R. 4518. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 4-Vinylbenzenesulfonic acid, lithium 
salt; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. SCHWARTZ: 
H.R. 4519. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on pure dicumyl peroxide; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OBEY: 
H.J. Res. 69. A joint resolution making fur-

ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 2008, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. SKELTON: 
H. Con. Res. 269. Concurrent resolution di-

recting the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives to correct the enrollment of the bill 
H.R. 1585; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS: 
H. Res. 870. A resolution congratulating 

the 200th Anniversary of the University of 
Maryland School of Medicine; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GRAVES: 
H. Res. 871. A resolution opposing the 

United States Sentencing Commissions deci-
sion to reduce crack cocaine sentences; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WICKER: 
H. Res. 872. A resolution recognizing the 

ongoing work of The United States Sweet 
Potato Council and expressing support for 
designation of a ‘‘Sweet Potato Month’’; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. LOBIONDO: 
H.R. 4520. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain entries relat-
ing to high-density laminate panels entered 
from 1998 through 2000; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOBIONDO: 
H.R. 4521. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain entries relat-
ing to high-density laminate panels entered 
from 1998 through 2004; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOBIONDO: 
H.R. 4522. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain entries relat-
ing to high-density laminate panels entered 
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from 1997 through 2005; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOBIONDO: 
H.R. 4523. A bill to provide for the liquida-

tion or reliquidation of certain entries relat-
ing to high-density laminate panels entered 
from 2000 through 2005; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS TO PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 17: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. YARMUTH, and 
Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 73: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 165: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 181: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, 

Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FARR, and 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 354: Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 
H.R. 368: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. MCGOVERN, 

and Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 406: Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 448: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 460: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 471: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 503: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 506: Mr. ETHERIDGE and Mr. COLE of 

Oklahoma. 
H.R. 567: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. STARK, and Mr. 

SIRES. 
H.R. 689: Mr. GILCHREST. 
H.R. 715: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 736: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 760: Mr. SIRES and Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 887: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 891: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 955: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 971: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 1076: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 1082: Mr. FORTUÑO. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GILCHREST, 

Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. BACHUS, 
and Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. 

H.R. 1125: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 1134: Mr. RENZI and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD. 
H.R. 1188: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
H.R. 1190: Mr. ALEXANDER. 
H.R. 1229: Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 1232: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. 

MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 1293: Mr. MEEK of Florida and Ms. 

DELAURO. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1343: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 1359: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. MACK, Mrs. 

MUSGRAVE, and Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1524: Mr. BAIRD. 
H.R. 1553: Mr. HARE and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1590: Mr. WATT. 
H.R. 1621: Mr. GRIJALVA and Mr. 

FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 1645: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 1673: Mr. HONDA, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 

GORDON, Mr. MAHONEY of Florida, Ms. SUT-
TON, and Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 1726: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1747: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. MALONEY 

of New York, and Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 1779: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1843: Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, Ms. KIL-

PATRICK, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS. 

H.R. 1953: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 2032: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 2045: Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 2049: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 2087: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 2302: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2329: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. 

CALVERT, and Mr. SESTAK. 

H.R. 2370: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 2470: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Ms. LEE, 

Mr. COHEN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
STUPAK, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
TOWNS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, and Ms. 
BALDWIN. 

H.R. 2477: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 2485: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 2520: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 2550: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 

Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HENSARLING, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and Mr. DAVIS of Ken-
tucky. 

H.R. 2564: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota and Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina. 

H.R. 2583: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 
H.R. 2796: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2857: Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 2896: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 2898: Mr. WAMP. 
H.R. 2914: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 2942: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 3014: Mr. MARKEY, Ms. MCCOLLUM of 

Minnesota, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Ms. SUT-
TON. 

H.R. 3028: Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 3029: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 3053: Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 
H.R. 3058: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. LARSEN of 

Washington, and Mr. DAVIS of Alabama. 
H.R. 3090: Mr. MELANCON. 
H.R. 3098: Mr. BERRY and Mrs. SCHMIDT. 
H.R. 3182: Mr. FLAKE. 
H.R. 3227: Mr. BAIRD. 
H.R. 3232: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. HONDA, and 

Mr. ALTMIRE. 
H.R. 3253: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 3298: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 

DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 3326: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 3334: Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 3337: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 3357: Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 3360: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 3368: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. HALL of 

Texas. 
H.R. 3380: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 3391: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 3434: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 3452: Mr. MEEK of Florida. 
H.R. 3453: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BILBRAY, Ms. 

CLARKE, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. MEEKs of New York, 
Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, and Mr. 
TOWNS. 

H.R. 3458: Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. BORDALLO, 
and Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 3531: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 3533: Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. MCCARTHY of 

California, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 3537: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 3563: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 3609: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 

SHERMAN, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. DOGGETT. 
H.R. 3622: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HIGGINS, and 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H.R. 3637: Ms. HOOLEY and Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 3646: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. 

BERKLEY, and Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 3650: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-

ida and Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 3674: Mr. OLVER. 
H.R. 3691: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 3698: Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 3700: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. BLUNT, and 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 3750: Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 3793: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, 
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. MICA, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
WALBERG, and Mr. BUCHANAN. 

H.R. 3818: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 3828: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Ms. LINDA T. 

SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE. 

H.R. 3865: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 3870: Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 3882: Mr. LINDER, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. 

WOLF. 
H.R. 3932: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 3934: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BLUNT, and Mr. 

SIRES. 
H.R. 3979: Mr. EHLERS and Mr. PAUL. 
H.R. 3980: Mr. FATTAH. 
H.R. 3987: Mr. MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 3995: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 4001: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 

JINDAL, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. PORTER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 4007: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. BRALEY 
of Iowa. 

H.R. 4008: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 4040: Mr. SIRES, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-

gia, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. MAHONEY 
of Florida, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
POMEROY, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 
MELANCON, and Mr. WELCH of Vermont. 

H.R. 4041: Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 4054: Mrs. GILLIBRAND and Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 4063: Ms. LEE and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 

JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 4073: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 4087: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. MCIN-

TYRE, and Mr. BONNER. 
H.R. 4088: Mr. TERRY, Mr. THORNBERRY, and 

Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 4091: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 4093: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HINCHEY, and 
Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 4172: Ms. DEGETTE and Mr. BAIRD. 
H.R. 4185: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 4188: Mr. STARK and Mr. MORAN of Vir-

ginia. 
H.R. 4193: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 

and Mr. FORBES. 
H.R. 4196: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 4206: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 4208: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 4214: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 4220: Mr. TERRY, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. 

LANTOS. 
H.R. 4248: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. 

REHBERG. 
H.R. 4286: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 4318: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 4332: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mrs. 

BIGGERT, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California. 

H.R. 4335: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HARE, Ms. 
KAPTUR, and Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 4344: Mr. HOEKSTRA and Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 4367: Mr. CLYBURN. 
H.J. Res. 15: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.J. Res. 54: Mr. COSTA and Mr. STEARNS. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mr. HODES, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 

ALLEN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. OLVER, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
TIERNEY, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
LYNCH, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 

H.J. Res. 68: Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H. Con. Res. 2: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and 
Mr. SERRANO. 

H. Con. Res. 32: Mr. MICA, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. TURNER, 
Mr. COBLE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
TIAHRT, Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, and Mr. PAT-
RICK MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

H. Con. Res. 137: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. 

SESTAK. 
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H. Con. Res. 242: Mr. RUSH. 
H. Con. Res. 244: Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas, Mr. 

HARE, Mr. SULLIVAN, and Mr. KAGEN. 
H. Con. Res. 247: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 

GRIJALVA, and Mr. ENGEL. 
H. Con. Res. 250: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. 

MCNULTY. 
H. Con. Res. 265: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-

SON of Texas, and Ms. SOLIS. 
H. Con. Res. 267: Mr. WEINER, Mr. LINCOLN 

DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. COSTA, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. EMANUEL, 
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. DONNELLY, and Mr. 
STEARNS. 

H. Res. 356: Mr. FORTUÑO. 
H. Res. 537: Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BROWN of 

South Carolina, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, and Mr. BURGESS. 

H. Res. 543: Ms. WATERS. 
H. Res. 620: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. ISRAEL. 
H. Res. 671: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H. Res. 805: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 

and Mr. TERRY. 
H. Res. 815: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KIND, Mr. 

ORTIZ, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. LAN-
TOS, and Mr. TIERNEY. 

H. Res. 816: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 
Mr. ROSS, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. KIND, Mr. HIG-

GINS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. WU, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. COOPER, Ms. HOOLEY, 
Mr. MARKEY, Ms. SOLIS, and Ms. BORDALLO. 

H. Res. 821: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H. Res. 834: Ms. HIRONO and Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND. 

H. Res. 838: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. 
COHEN. 

H. Res. 841: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. SCHIFF, and 
Ms. WATERS. 

H. Res. 843: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Ms. 
GRANGER, and Mr. TERRY. 

H. Res. 852: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas and Mr. 
ELLISON. 

H. Res. 863: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. POR-
TER, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
ROSKAM, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 

limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 

H.J. Res. 69, making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year, 2008, and for other purposes, does 
not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited 
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 
9(e), or 9(f) of Rule XXI. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 

202. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
House of Representatives of the Republic of 
the Philippines, relative to House Resolution 
No. 12 expressing indignation and con-
demning the American tv series ‘‘Desperate 
Housewives’’ and demanding an apology from 
the producer; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
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